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one Senator. I am not a member of 
that committee. That will be up to 
Senators LEAHY and SPECTER to run as 
they see fit and to bring the nomina-
tions forward. I will do what I can, 
working with Senator LEAHY, to expe-
dite the judicial process, but I do not 
want to interfere with their work other 
than to say what I have said. I hope 
people understand the relationship 
Senator MCCONNELL and I have as to 
how the Senate runs is extremely im-
portant. There are times, I can tell my 
colleagues without any reservation, 
when I wish I were the Speaker of the 
House. The Speaker of the House 
doesn’t have to worry about the minor-
ity; they run over everybody. That is 
the way it is set up. But here, the 
Founding Fathers those many years 
ago when they came up with this 
unique experiment called the Congress, 
a bicameral legislature, these wise men 
set up this situation so that one House, 
if you are in control—if one party is in 
control, they can do anything they 
want, and in the other House—the Sen-
ate—if one party is in control, they can 
do some things they want but not ev-
erything, because the minority has tre-
mendous power in the Senate. I know. 
I have been in the minority quite a bit. 

So I want the RECORD to reflect I will 
continue to work with Senator MCCON-
NELL to move these judges as quickly 
as we can, and I hope this statement 
reflects my position on judges. I will do 
my very best, and if any problems arise 
regarding judges and people don’t un-
derstand my position, if I haven’t ex-
plained it clearly enough today, I will 
try to do so again if any questions 
arise. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY 
LEADER 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican leader is recognized. 

f 

JUDICIAL NOMINEES 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, see-
ing the occupant of the Chair and real-
izing he is new to the Senate and learn-
ing the process here, I think the major-
ity leader had it right. One thing that 
is important for everyone to remember 
is that in the Senate, if you are here 
for a while, sooner or later the shoe is 
on the other foot. The position you are 
in today is the position your adversary 
may be in very soon in the future. So 
the precedents we set in the Senate are 
extremely important. 

The majority leader and I, as he indi-
cated this morning, talked about this 
issue at the beginning of the session 
and we agreed that the process of con-
firming circuit court judges had be-
come entirely too contentious, and it 
was largely a waste of time to try to 
cast blame as to who was most at fault 
in that situation developing. To the 
maximum extent possible, we agreed 
we wanted to have a clean, fresh start 
that would honor the traditions of the 
Senate. 

A good way to look at it is to look at 
the last three Presidents. Each of them 
in the last 2 years of their tenure in of-
fice had a Senate controlled by the op-
position party. So the question is, how 
did the opposition party in the Senate 
treat the President on circuit court 
nominees? Looking at the statistics, 
President Bush, 41; President Clinton 
and President Bush, 43; and we will see 
how he comes out, President Bush, 
President Clinton, and President 
Reagan, there were an average of 17 
circuit court judges confirmed in simi-
lar situations. 

The majority leader, in one of our 
discussions on the floor back in Feb-
ruary, said: 

This is not our last circuit court judge, but 
the first of a significant number who can at 
least meet the standards of Congresses simi-
larly situated as ours. 

That was an accurate public reflec-
tion by the majority leader back in 
February of the numerous conversa-
tions he and I have had, both publicly 
and privately, about the standard we 
ought to achieve here in this Congress. 
I think that is a standard that can still 
be met. Three circuit judges have been 
confirmed this year—a little slower 
process than frankly I had thought, 
particularly since we are in the early 
part of the Congress where presumably 
it would be more easily done than 
later. The majority leader was entirely 
correct, and I commend him, for refer-
ring to the gesture the President made 
at the beginning of this Congress about 
not resubmitting four or five highly 
contentious nominees that it is clear 
the new Democratic majority, as well 
as the Democratic minority in the 
past, did not want to see confirmed. 
The President took those off the table, 
sent up new nominees, and most of 
them are completely without con-
troversy. One of them will have a hear-
ing beginning at 10 o’clock this morn-
ing, and how that turns out and how 
that individual is treated will tell us a 
lot about where we are going to be able 
to go from here to achieve the standard 
the majority leader referred to that he 
and I wish to meet for this Congress. 

I thank my friend from Nevada for 
his observations. I agree with them. I 
think they accurately reflect our mu-
tual desire here to have this Congress 
do no worse than the last three Con-
gresses—this Senate—in the last 2 
years with Presidents of the opposite 
party. It is a standard that can be met. 
It is a standard that should be met. 

One day, in spite of the best efforts of 
people like myself, there will be a 
Democratic President. One of the 
things we know around here is that 
precedents established and lessons 
learned are hard to undo. So I say to 
our good friends on the other side, heed 
the advice of the majority leader. It is 
in your best interests for us to have a 
less contentious and more successful 
treatment of circuit judges during this 
Congress. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, how much 

time is left prior to the vote? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 

5 minutes remaining prior to the vote. 
Mr. REID. I ask that the time be di-

vided equally between Senators BOXER 
and INHOFE, and that the vote occur 
immediately after their statements. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the leadership time 
is reserved. 

f 

WATER RESOURCES DEVELOP-
MENT ACT OF 2007—MOTION TO 
PROCEED 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of the motion to 
proceed to H.R. 1495, which the clerk 
will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Motion to proceed to the bill (H.R. 1495) to 

provide for the conservation and develop-
ment of water and related resources, to au-
thorize the Secretary of the Army to con-
struct various projects for improvements to 
rivers and harbors of the United States, and 
for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the time until 9:55 
a.m. shall be equally divided and con-
trolled between the chair and the rank-
ing member of the Environmental and 
Public Works Committee. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, Senator 
INHOFE and I wish to be heard for 3 
minutes each, if we could have the vote 
at the end of that. We ask unanimous 
consent to please accommodate us so 
we would have the vote 6 minutes from 
now and divide the time for 3 minutes 
each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, will you 
tell me when my 3 minutes has expired 
so I can then yield the remainder to 
my friend? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will be informed. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, around 
here we have a lot of tough issues. We 
have a lot of disagreements. We try to 
work together. I have to say on this 
bill, this Water Resources Development 
Act, we have a bill that is the product 
of major bipartisan cooperation. Sen-
ator INHOFE and I are very proud of the 
work that has been done on both sides 
of the aisle. We have had tremendous 
help from our committee. The chair 
and ranking member of the sub-
committee that oversees this, Chair-
man BAUCUS and Ranking Member 
ISAKSON, have been extraordinarily 
helpful, and all colleagues have as well. 

It is rare to have a bill that is sup-
ported by the National Association of 
Manufacturers and the Laborers Union, 
the American Farm Bureau and the 
Carpenters Union, the National Water-
ways Conference, the Associated Gen-
eral Contractors, and the Operating 
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Engineers. So we are here today to tell 
the Senate that this bill is a win-win 
for everyone in this country. We urge 
our colleagues who have amendments 
to consider them carefully, because we 
have worked so hard to balance this 
bill. It is a delicate balance. I know I 
have colleagues on my side who have 
ideas that I support, but I have an 
agreement, as does Senator BAUCUS, as 
do Senator ISAKSON and Senator 
INHOFE, that we will oppose all amend-
ments that are not unanimously agreed 
to by the four of us in order to keep the 
balance in this bill. If we have amend-
ments all four of us can agree to, they 
will be placed in a managers’ package. 

We want colleagues to please come to 
this floor as soon as possible with their 
amendments so we can see how we can 
dispose of them. Even though we will 
probably not be voting tomorrow or 
Monday, we will be working here on 
this bill. 

This bill makes a huge commitment 
to the people of Louisiana. It puts Lou-
isiana’s coast on a category 5 protec-
tion path. It is fiscally responsible. 

At this time I ask unanimous con-
sent to do something very important, 
which is to have printed in the RECORD 
the CBO cost estimate associated with 
the substitute text that will be consid-
ered by the Senate. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. CONGRESS, 
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE, 

Washington, DC, May 8, 2007. 
Hon. BARBARA BOXER, 
Chairman, Committee on Environment and Pub-

lic Works, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MADAM CHAIRMAN: As you requested, 

CBO has reviewed a proposed amendment in 
the nature of a substitute to S. 1248, the 
Water Resources Development Act of 2007, as 
ordered reported by the Senate Committee 
on Environment and Public Works on March 
29, 2007. The amendment was provided to 
CBO by your office on May 7, 2007. Based on 
a preliminary review of the amendment, CBO 
estimates that implementing S. 1248 with the 
proposed amendment would increase discre-
tionary outlays by $7.1 billion over the 2008– 
2012 period and by an additional $6.8 billion 
over the 10 years after 2012, assuming appro-
priation of the necessary sums. In addition, 
CBO estimates that enacting the bill with 
the proposed amendment would increase di-
rect spending by $6 million in 2008, by $4 mil-
lion over the 2008–2012 period, and by $5 mil-
lion over the 2008–2017 period. Enacting the 
bill would not affect federal revenues. 

The bill with the proposed amendment con-
tains no intergovernmental mandates as de-
fined in the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act 
(UMRA). Federal participation in the levee 
safety program and in water resource 
projects and programs authorized by this bill 
would benefit state, local, and tribal govern-
ments. Any costs incurred by those govern-
ments to comply with the conditions of this 
federal assistance would be incurred volun-
tarily. 

Based on a preliminary review of the bill, 
CBO found no new private-sector mandates 
as defined in UMRA. 

The estimated budgetary impact of the leg-
islation with the proposed amendment is 
shown in the following table. 

By fiscal year, in millions of dollars— 

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 

CHANGES IN SPENDING SUBJECT TO APPROPRIATION 
Estimated author-

ization level ...... 1,649 1,725 1,648 1,571 1,454 
Estimated outlays 909 1,448 1,651 1,599 1,501 

CHANGES IN DIRECT SPENDING. 1 
Estimated budget 

authority ........... 6 ¥2 * * * 
Estimated outlays 6 ¥2 * * * 

NOTE: * = less than $500,000. 
1 Annual changes in direct spending after 2012 would sum to less than 

$500,000 a year. 

If you wish further details on this esti-
mate, we will be pleased to provide them. 
The CBO staff contact is Tyler Kruzich. 

Sincerely, 
PETER R. ORSZAG, 

Director. 
WATER RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 2007 

Summary: The Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 2007 would authorize the Army 
Corps of Engineers (Corps) to conduct water 
resource studies and undertake specified 
projects and programs for flood control, in-
land navigation, shoreline protection, and 
environmental restoration. The bill would 
authorize the agency to conduct studies on 
water resource needs, to complete feasibility 
studies for specified projects, and to convey 
ownership of certain federal properties. Fi-
nally, the bill would extend, terminate, or 
modify existing authorizations for various 
water projects and would authorize new pro-
grams to develop water resources and pro-
tect the environment. 

Assuming appropriation of the necessary 
amounts, including adjustments for in-
creases in anticipated inflation, CBO esti-
mates that implementing the legislation 
would cost about $5.5 billion over the 2008– 
2012 period and an additional $26 billion over 
the 10 years after 2012. In particular, section 
1003(0) would effectively authorize the Corps 
to construct projects in southern Louisiana 
to protect the region from a hurricane storm 
surge that results from a category 5 hurri-
cane. Cost estimates to provide that level of 
protection in the New Orleans region are not 
available. However, based on the anticipated 
cost of flood protection projects envisioned 
for this region, CBO expects that additional 
flood protection efforts would cost at least 
$15 billion during the decade following 2012 
and perhaps much more. (Some construction 
costs and operations and maintenance would 
continue or commence after those first 15 
years.) 

The bill would convey parcels of land to 
various nonfederal entities and would forgive 
the obligation of some local government 
agencies to pay certain project costs. The 
bill also would allow the Corps to collect and 
spend fees charged for training courses of-
fered by the Corps and for processing certain 
permits issued by the Corps. CBO estimates 
that enacting those provisions would in-
crease net direct spending by $6 million in 
2008, by $4 million over the 2008–2012 period, 
and by $5 million over the 2008–2017 period. 
Enacting the bill would not affect revenues. 

The legislation contains no intergovern-
mental or private-sector mandates as defined 
in the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act 
(UMRA). Federal participation in the levee 
safety program and in water resource 
projects and programs authorized by this bill 
would benefit state, local, and tribal govern-
ments. Any costs incurred by those govern-
ments to comply with the conditions of this 
federal assistance would be incurred volun-
tarily. 

Estimated cost to the Federal Govern-
ment: The estimated budgetary impact of 
the legislation is shown in the following 
table. The costs of this legislation fall within 
budget function 300 (natural resources and 
environment). 

By fiscal year, in millions of dollars— 

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 

CHANGES IN SPENDING SUBJECT TO APPROPRIATION 
Estimated author-

ization level ...... 1,224 1,350 1,265 1,209 1,197 
Estimated outlays 674 1,112 1,272 1,233 1,197 

CHANGES IN DIRECT SPENDING: 1 
Estimated budget 

authority ........... 6 ¥2 * * * 
Estimated outlays 6 ¥2 * * * 

Note: * = less than $500,000. 
1 Annual changes in direct spending after 2012 would sum to less than 

$500,000 a year. 

Basis of estimate: For this estimate, CBO 
assumes that the bill will be enacted before 
the start of fiscal year 2008 and that the nec-
essary amounts will be appropriated for each 
fiscal year. 

SPENDING SUBJECT TO APPROPRIATION 

The bill would authorize new projects re-
lated to environmental restoration, shore-
line protection, and navigation. It also would 
modify many existing Corps projects and 
programs by increasing the amounts author-
ized to be appropriated to construct or main-
tain them or by increasing the federal share 
of project costs. Assuming appropriation of 
the necessary funds, CBO estimates that im-
plementing the bill would cost $5.5 billion 
over the 2008–2012 period and an additional 
$26 billion over the 10 years after 2012, in-
cluding at least $15 billion that would be au-
thorized by section 1003(0). 

For newly authorized water projects speci-
fied in the bill, the Corps provided CBO with 
estimates of the annual budget authority 
needed to meet project design and construc-
tion schedules. CBO adjusted those estimates 
to reflect the impact of anticipated inflation 
during the time between project authoriza-
tion and the appropriation of construction 
costs. Estimated outlays are based on histor-
ical spending rates for Corps projects. 

Significant New Authorizations. The legis-
lation would authorize the Corps to conduct 
water resource studies and undertake speci-
fied projects and programs for flood control, 
inland navigation, shoreline protection, and 
environmental restoration. For example, the 
bill would authorize the construction of en-
hanced navigation improvements for the 
Upper Mississippi River at an estimated fed-
eral cost of $1.8 billion and an ecosystem res-
toration project, also on the Upper Mis-
sissippi River, at an estimated federal cost of 
$1.6 billion. Another large project that would 
be authorized by this bill is the Indian River 
Lagoon project in the Florida Everglades at 
an estimated federal cost of $683 million. 
Construction of those projects would likely 
take more than 15 years. 

Hurricane Damage. Several provisions in 
title I would authorize coastal restoration 
projects and water control infrastructure in 
Louisiana that are needed to correct hurri-
cane damage. For example, the Morganza to 
the Gulf of Mexico Hurricane Protection 
Project would seek to reduce hurricane and 
flood damages across 1,700 square miles of 
coastal Louisiana at an estimated federal 
cost of $576 million. Other projects would im-
prove flood protection infrastructure within 
New Orleans and its vicinity. The cost of 
those provisions would approach $2 billion. 
CBO expects that most of those projects 
would be built over the next five to 10 years. 
Improvements resulting from the completion 
of those projects could reduce the costs of 
damages from future storms and the amount 
of federal funds needed for recovery from 
such events. 

Section 1003(o) of the bill would authorize 
the Secretary to construct projects in south-
ern Louisiana that would provide protection 
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for a storm surge equivalent to a category 5 
hurricane (or a 500-year storm, which is a 
storm that has a l-in-500 chance of hitting 
the city in any given year) if the Senate 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works and the House Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure each pass a res-
olution approving those projects. 

Very preliminary cost estimates from 
Corps officials indicate that the cost of pro-
tecting New Orleans from a hurricane storm 
surge that has a l-in-100 chance of flooding 
the city in any given year could reach a 
total of $15 billion. No preliminary cost esti-
mates are available for the resources that 
would be needed to protect southern Lou-
isiana from the storm surge that would re-
sult from a category 5 hurricane. CBO esti-
mates that at least $15 billion would be need-
ed to provide storm-surge protection under 
section 1003(o) from much more severe 
storms. 

Federal Share of Project Costs. Most 
projects undertaken by the Corps are re-
quired to have a specific portion of costs cov-
ered by local interests, and the remaining 
costs are considered the federal share of the 
total project cost. Section 2001 would allow 
local interests that have provided in-kind 
contributions for the construction of water 
resources projects to have the value of such 
contributions credited toward the local share 
of the total construction cost of such 
projects. Under the bill, the Corps would be 
authorized to credit in-kind contributions of 
local participants on projects. Based on in-
formation from the Corps, CBO expects that 
any credit toward in-kind contributions 
would not significantly affect the federal 
share of total project costs. 

Deauthorizations. The bill would withdraw 
the authority for the Corps to build more 
than 50 projects authorized in previous legis-
lation. Based on information from the Corps, 
however, CBO does not expect that the agen-
cy would begin any significant work under 
current law for most of those projects during 
the next five years (or longer). Some of those 
projects do not have a local sponsor to pay 
nonfederal costs, others do not pass certain 
tests for economic viability, and still others 
do not pass certain tests for environmental 
protection. Consequently, CBO estimates 
that cancelling the authority to build those 
projects would provide no significant savings 
over the next several years. 

DIRECT SPENDING 
CBO estimates that enacting the legisla-

tion would increase net direct spending by $6 
million in 2008, by $4 million over the 2008– 
2012 period, and by $5 million total over the 
2008–2017 period. Components of this estimate 
are described below. 

Various Land Conveyances. The bill would 
authorize the conveyance at fair market 
value of 650 acres of federal land at the Rich-
ard B. Russell Lake in South Carolina to the 
state. The bill also would authorize the con-
veyance at fair market value of 900 acres of 
federal land located in Grayson County, 
Texas, to the town of Denison, Texas. Based 
on information from the Corps, CBO esti-
mates that the federal government would re-
ceive about $3 million in each of 2008 and 2009 
from those sales. 

The bill also would convey certain federal 
land in Arkansas, Missouri, Georgia, Kansas, 
and Oregon. CBO estimates that those con-
veyances would have no significant impact 
on the federal budget. 

Arcadia Lake, Oklahoma. Section 3078 
would eliminate the obligation of the city of 
Edmond, Oklahoma, to pay outstanding in-
terest due on its water storage contract with 
the Corps. CBO estimates that this provision 
would result in a loss of receipts of about $9 
million in 2008. The city has no further obli-

gations to pay the federal government under 
this storage contract after 2008. 

Waurika Lake Project. Section 3082 would 
eliminate the obligation of the Waurika 
Project Master Conservancy District in 
Oklahoma to pay its outstanding debt re-
lated to the construction of a water convey-
ance project. Because of an accounting error, 
the Corps inadvertently undercharged the 
district for costs associated with a land pur-
chase related to the water project in the 
early 1980s. Under terms of the construction 
contract, the district is required to pay all 
costs associated with building the project, 
including the full cost of the land purchases. 
The section would eliminate the requirement 
for the district to pay the difference between 
the full cost of the property and the initial 
(undercharged) amounts. CBO estimates that 
enacting this section would cost less than 
$200,000 a year over the 2008–2017 period. 

Fees for Training and Processing Permits. 
Title II would allow the Corps to accept and 
spend fees collected in conjunction with its 
training courses. Title II also would make 
permanent the Corps’ current authority to 
accept and spend funds contributed by pri-
vate firms to expedite the evaluation of per-
mit applications submitted to the Corps. 
CBO estimates that the Corps would collect 
and spend less than $500,000 during each year 
under those provisions and that the net 
budgetary impact would be negligible. 

Intergovernmental and private-sector im-
pact: The legislation contains no intergov-
ernmental or private-sector mandates as de-
fined in UMRA. Grant funds authorized in 
the bill would benefit state governments 
that participate in a national program to im-
prove levee safety. State, local, and tribal 
governments also would benefit from water 
resource projects and other programs au-
thorized in the bill. Governments that 
choose to participate in those programs and 
projects would incur costs to comply with 
the conditions of the federal assistance, in-
cluding cost-sharing requirements, but such 
costs would be incurred voluntarily. In addi-
tion, some state and local governments par-
ticipating in ongoing water resources 
projects would benefit from provisions in the 
bill that would alter existing cost-sharing 
obligations. Many of those provisions would 
make it easier for non federal participants to 
meet their obligations by giving them credit 
for expenses they have already incurred or 
by expanding the types of expenditures 
counted towards the nonfederal share. 

Previous CBO estimate: On March 29, 2007, 
CBO transmitted a cost estimate for H.R. 
1495, the Water Resources Development Act 
of 2007, as ordered reported by the House 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure on March 15, 2007. Assuming appro-
priation of the necessary amounts, CBO esti-
mated that implementing H.R. 1495 would 
cost about $6.7 billion over the 2008–2012 pe-
riod and an additional $6.5 billion over the 10 
years after 2012. In addition, CBO estimated 
that enacting H.R. 1495 would decrease net 
direct spending by $6 million in 2008, $9 mil-
lion over the 2008–2012 period, and $8 million 
over the 2008–2017 period. The differences in 
the cost estimates stem from different levels 
of authorized funding and from differences in 
direct spending provisions. In particular, the 
House bill does not contain the provision re-
garding Arcadia Lake, Oklahoma. 

Estimate prepared by: Federal Costs: Tyler 
Kruzich; Impact on State, Local, and Tribal 
Governments: Lisa Ramirez-Branum; Impact 
on the Private Sector: Amy Petz. 

Estimate approved by: Peter H. Fontaine, 
Deputy Assistant Director for Budget Anal-
ysis. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, what we 
are very proud of, both Senator INHOFE 

and I, is that the CBO comes in with a 
cost estimate that is $13.9 billion, 
which is about $2 billion less than the 
House-passed bill. 

So for all of those reasons, we urge a 
‘‘yes’’ vote on this motion to proceed 
on this bill. 

I yield the remaining time to my 
friend and colleague Senator INHOFE. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma is recognized. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I thank 
the leader and the chairman of the 
committee. Let me make one comment 
which I think is very important. We 
had such a short period of time to talk 
before this, and I hope anyone who has 
any concern over this bill at least will 
go ahead on the motion to proceed. 

Let me make one comment that sur-
prises a lot of people. It is true I used 
to chair this committee before the 
Democrats took the majority, and now 
Senator BOXER is the chairman. Sen-
ator BOXER is a very proud liberal 
Democrat and I am a very proud con-
servative Republican. I think it is im-
portant for people to understand that, 
because there are areas where we 
agree. We understand we have a crisis 
in this country on infrastructure. 

I have often said—and I am ranked 
No. 1 as the most conservative Member 
of the Senate—I feel we need to spend 
in areas of national defense and infra-
structure, and this bill is the second 
most important infrastructure bill that 
is out there. We are far beyond the 
time we should have had this. It has 
been some 7 years since we have had an 
infrastructure bill. 

Let me say to my conservative 
friends, it was misreported that this is 
going to be a $30.5 billion bill. It is less 
than half of that. It is less than the 
House has sent over. I can tell my col-
leagues this: If we don’t pass this—this 
is not a spending bill; this is a reau-
thorization bill. This is not an appro-
priations bill. So if we don’t do this, 
then it will be done without any guide-
lines. We followed guidelines. Perhaps 
they are not quite as good as they were 
a year ago, but still, they are guide-
lines in terms of what we will consider 
and what we won’t. But if we don’t pass 
this, then we will be doing it without 
any type of discipline at all. So I think 
it is very important that we agree to 
move on to the bill. 

I yield my last minute to the Senator 
from Georgia, who is the ranking mem-
ber of the subcommittee. 

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I thank 
the ranking member and I commend 
the chairman on great work on this 
bill. I want to make one point. This is 
not a spending bill; this is an invest-
ment bill. It is an investment in safe 
drinking water. It is an investment in 
storm water management. It is an in-
vestment in flood control and water re-
sources of the United States of Amer-
ica. It is fiscally responsible and it is 
accountable. We have worked together 
in an absolutely bipartisan way to ac-
complish that. 
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I encourage each of our Members to 

come and vote for the motion to pro-
ceed. If they have an amendment, bring 
it early, and let’s go forward with the 
most important bill we may do in this 
session of the Congress of the United 
States. 

I want to add to that it is bipartisan, 
it is fiscally responsible, and it is the 

first time we have reauthorized it in 7 
years. It is long overdue and important 
for us to do it now. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, even 
though the disclosure requirements of 
S. 1 have not been enacted, Senator 
INHOFE and I believe we should comply 
with the intent of that legislation, so I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 

in the RECORD a listing of all the 
project-related provisions of the sub-
stitute text and the proponents of 
those provisions. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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CLOTURE MOTION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, and pursuant to 
rule XXII, the clerk will report the mo-
tion to invoke cloture. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on the mo-
tion to proceed to Calendar No. 128, H.R. 
1495, Water Resources Development Act. 

Harry Reid, Robert P. Casey, Jr., Byron 
L. Dorgan, Patty Murray, Barbara 
Boxer, Dick Durbin, Claire McCaskill, 
Bernard Sanders, Tom Carper, Max 
Baucus, Frank R. Lautenberg, Ben 
Cardin, Robert Menendez, Ken Salazar, 
Edward Kennedy, H.R. Clinton, Amy 
Klobuchar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the mandatory quorum 
call has been waived. 

The question is, Is it the sense of the 
Senate that debate on the motion to 
proceed to H.R. 1495, an act to provide 
for the conservation and development 
of water and related resources, to au-
thorize the Secretary of the Army to 
construct various projects for improve-
ments to rivers and harbors of the 
United States, and for other purposes, 
shall be brought to a close? 

The yeas and nays are mandatory 
under the rule. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from South Dakota (Mr. JOHN-
SON) and the Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. ROCKEFELLER) are nec-
essarily absent. 

Mr. LOTT. The following Senators 
are necessarily absent: the Senator 
from Idaho (Mr. CRAPO) and the Sen-
ator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
OBAMA). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 89, 
nays 7, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 162 Leg.] 

YEAS—89 

Akaka 
Alexander 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Brown 
Brownback 
Burr 
Byrd 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Chambliss 
Clinton 
Cochran 
Coleman 
Collins 
Conrad 
Corker 
Cornyn 
Craig 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Dorgan 

Durbin 
Enzi 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Isakson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Klobuchar 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lott 
Lugar 
Martinez 
McCaskill 
McConnell 
Menendez 

Mikulski 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 
Obama 
Pryor 
Reed 
Reid 
Roberts 
Salazar 
Sanders 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stabenow 
Stevens 
Tester 
Thomas 
Thune 
Vitter 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Webb 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—7 

Allard 
Bunning 
Coburn 

DeMint 
Ensign 
Gregg 

Sununu 

NOT VOTING—4 

Crapo 
Johnson 

McCain 
Rockefeller 

The motion was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 

vote, the yeas are 89, the nays are 7. 
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn having voted in the af-
firmative, the motion is agreed to. 

The Senator from Delaware. 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I be able to 
speak in morning business under the 
time that is allotted to me postcloture. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

IRAQ FUNDING 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, last week, 

the Congress sent the President an 
emergency supplemental spending bill 
for Iraq. That bill provided every dollar 
our troops need and every dollar the 
President requested and then some. 

It also provided what a majority of 
Americans expect and that is they ex-
pect a plan to start to bring home 
American troops, to bring this war to a 
responsible end, and to not escalate it 
indefinitely as this President is doing. 

In vetoing the bill, the President not 
only denied our troops the funding 
they needed, but he denied the Amer-
ican people what they have clearly 
stated they want: a responsible path 
out of Iraq. That is what the 2006 elec-
tion was about. That is what every poll 
is about. That is what the Senator 
from West Virginia, whom I see on the 
floor, and I and others have been say-
ing for some time now. I might add, 
that is also what I think an awful lot of 
our Republican colleagues want. 

I raised a few eyebrows when I said a 
month ago that I don’t think there are 
more than a dozen members of the op-
position who truly believe this policy 
of unrelenting escalation with no end 
in sight in Iraq is one they support. 
The question is: What do we do in the 
face of the President’s recalcitrance? 

We all know, and again I refer to my 
friend from West Virginia, the most 
learned person in the Senate—I don’t 
go back as far as he does, but I go back 
to trying to end the war in Vietnam. I 
remember how painfully long that 
process was. Once the whole Nation 
and the Senate had turned against the 
war, it was still painfully difficult to 
end. 

So if it were up to me, I would send 
the same emergency spending bill back 
to the President and have the votes, 
with the money for our troops and the 
plan that is in that legislation to end 
the war, which the people expect. I 
would send it back to him again and 
again and again and again and let him 
veto it again and again and again and 
again. Any reasonable person listening 
to my speaking might ask: Why would 
you do that, not a fool’s errand? I be-
lieve the more we keep this front and 
center, the more we relentlessly push 

on this President to abandon his flawed 
policy, the more pressure will be 
brought upon our colleagues who, in 
their hearts, know this is not the right 
policy but are voting with the Presi-
dent instead of with the troops. 

I must admit straight up, this is 
about building pressure. We are going 
to need 67 votes to end this war—67 
votes in the Senate. So that means, al-
though I had a great conversation with 
TIM JOHNSON last night—I might say, 
he sounded wonderful—although that 
means until Senator JOHNSON comes 
back, we need 17 Republican Senators 
to change their minds. That is why we 
have to keep pushing. We have to let 
the President demonstrate time and 
again that he is totally out of touch 
with what our troops need, what the 
American people want, and where 
America’s interests lie. In a sense, this 
reminds me a little bit of Richard 
Nixon. He seems divorced from reality. 
He seems divorced from what is going 
on around him. I don’t quite under-
stand it. I have been here 34 years. It 
reminds me of Nixon during Watergate. 

Here we had the Attorney General 
testify before our Judiciary Committee 
with a terrible appearance, and the 
President says he did wonderfully. The 
President says the war is going well. 
The President said the response to 
Katrina initially was great. There 
seems to be a disconnect here. So the 
only thing I know to do is to contin-
ually force him to demonstrate again 
and again, until he changes his mind, 
how out of touch he is, to build pres-
sure in the Congress. 

The truth is, votes matter. We need 
the votes to stop this war because I am 
convinced this President has made a 
decision with his Vice President to 
keep this from completely blowing up 
and hand it off to the next President. 
The problem is, in the meantime, a lot 
of people are going to lose their lives— 
a lot of Americans and a whole lot 
more Iraqis. But I recognize, as I said, 
the reality that it takes 60 votes to 
send the same supplemental back to 
the President, as it would take 60 votes 
to formally deauthorize the war, as my 
friend from West Virginia is attempt-
ing to do, as I and Carl Levin talked 
about, and we introduced legislation 
similar to that, to deauthorize the war 
and reauthorize a more limited mis-
sion. We need, though, 60 votes. It is 
just as people talk about cutting off 
funding, we still need 60 votes. It would 
take, obviously, 67 votes then to over-
come a Presidential veto. 

The reason I say this is we all are 
frustrated on this floor. Right now, we 
don’t have those votes. We don’t have 
the votes right now to send back the 
same supplemental. 

What should we do next? In my view, 
first, anything we send back to the 
President must and will provide every 
dollar the troops need. As long as we 
are on the frontlines, I will vote for the 
money to protect them. That money 
must include funding for additional 
Mine Resistant Ambush Protected Ve-
hicles, so-called MRAPs. 
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The amendment I offered was over-

whelmingly adopted. The vast majority 
of deaths and injuries are from road-
side bombs. They are responsible for 70 
percent of our casualties in Iraq. These 
new V-shaped hull vehicles that will 
take the place of heavily armored 
humvees have a four to five times 
greater prospect of protecting troops 
inside those vehicles. They can lit-
erally cut our casualty rates by two- 
thirds. 

As a matter of fact, depending on 
what we do send back to the President, 
it is my intention, if somehow we make 
no progress, to take this money out for 
those vehicles and move it separately 
because it literally, literally, literally 
can change the lives of our soldiers in 
the field. Our military wants them; our 
soldiers need them. 

Defense Secretary Gates said MRAPs 
are ‘‘the highest priority acquisition 
program. Any and all options to accel-
erate the production and fielding of 
this capability should be identified, as-
sessed, and applied.’’ I am happy to 
hear him say that because originally 
they didn’t ask for this money to fast- 
forward the funding of these vehicles. 
The Secretary is right. I think it would 
be unconscionable not to get as many 
of these new vehicles as possible in the 
field as fast as possible. 

Second, if we don’t have the votes 
now for a hard timetable, which is 
what is in the bill that was vetoed, a 
hard timetable that came out of the 
language Senator LEVIN and I worked 
on putting in the bill, if, in fact, we 
don’t have the votes now for that hard 
timetable to start getting our troops 
out of Iraq, any bill we send back to 
the President must limit dramatically 
the mission of the troops in Iraq. 

We must get our troops out of the 
middle of this sectarian civil war that 
we cannot end militarily. Having 
15,000, 20,000, 30,000 troops in a city of 
6,200,000 people knocking on doors in 
the middle of a civil war is just fool-
hardy. Instead, we should focus our 
military on a much more limited mis-
sion that is in the national interest, 
that we can achieve with fewer troops, 
and that is doable; that is, training the 
Iraqi Army, preventing al-Qaida from 
occupying territory in parts of Anbar 
Province, and—and—force protection. 

If we limit the mission in that way, 
the President will not be able to justify 
keeping 160,000 troops in Iraq, espe-
cially at a time when our military is 
dangerously overstretched, threatening 
the readiness of our troops and the 
ability to retain those now serving, to 
recruit those who may wish to serve in 
the future, and—and—to provide a Na-
tional Guard at home that is needed for 
natural disasters at home, as we have 
recently seen in Kansas. 

Just this week, we have seen how 
overstretching is hurting us at home. 
When a tornado wiped 80 square blocks 
of Greensburg, KS, off the map, the 
State’s National Guard was slow in re-
sponding. Why? Because much of its 
manpower and equipment is in Iraq. 

Across the country, our Governors 
have been warning for months that 
their National Guards are not prepared 
for the next local disaster because they 
are tied down overseas; or, even if they 
are home, because they took their 
equipment overseas when they were de-
ployed and were unable to bring it 
back, they are ill prepared in terms of 
manpower and/or equipment. So if we 
limit the mission of our troops in Iraq 
to a more rational mission, the Presi-
dent will have to start bringing troops 
home now, with or without a hard 
timetable. 

He will have to start listening to our 
Governors. He will have to start listen-
ing to our troops and their families 
who have told so many of us about the 
strain of going back to Iraq on third 
and fourth tours, about being ordered 
to stay longer each time they go, about 
not having the year at home between 
deployments that they were promised. 
He will have to start listening because 
he won’t have an excuse not to. 

Third, if we can’t get a hard timeline 
into this emergency spending bill, we 
should add it to the next bill we vote 
on, and to the one after that, and to 
the one after that. We have to be re-
lentless. Sooner or later, our col-
leagues will stop voting with the Presi-
dent and start backing what the Amer-
ican people want: a responsible end to 
this war. 

Until we have the votes to force the 
President to change course, we have to 
keep the pressure on for change every 
single day. That is what I have been 
doing, and that is what I will continue 
to do until this policy levee that the 
President has erected breaks. 

The fact is, the fundamental strategy 
under which the President has operated 
is flawed. The idea that through force 
we are going to be able to establish a 
strong central democratic government 
in Baghdad is simply not possible. It is 
simply not possible. It is not going to 
happen in the lifetime of any Member 
of this Senate. 

Starting to get our troops out of 
Iraq, and getting most of them out by 
early next year, is the first step toward 
bringing this war to a responsible end. 
Just as important, we have to have a 
plan for what we leave behind so we do 
not trade a dictator for chaos in Iraq 
and the region that undermines our in-
terests for decades. 

I don’t want my son going to Iraq, 
but I also don’t want my grandson 
going to that part of the world in the 
next 15 years. How we leave and what 
we leave behind will impact on that 
second question. We have to have a 
plan to bring stability to Iraq as we 
leave, and that requires a political so-
lution. Everyone—everyone—from the 
President on, says there is no military 
solution to Iraq; there is a political so-
lution only. But he hasn’t offered a po-
litical solution. 

I know my colleagues have heard me 
talk about my plan for a political set-
tlement in Iraq for more than a year 
now. It calls for separating the warring 

factions, giving them breathing room 
in their own regions, as their constitu-
tion provides, with control over the 
fabric of their daily lives—such as po-
lice protection, education, marriage, 
jobs, religion—and a limited central 
government that would be responsible 
for distributing oil revenues, which 
should be the glue that holds this coun-
try together, responsible for the army 
and responsible for the borders. 

Every passing day makes my plan, 
the Biden-Gelb plan, more urgent and 
more relevant. Look at what is hap-
pening in Ramadi, where al-Qaida has a 
stronghold. The administration rightly 
points to some successes in getting 
Sunni tribal leaders to turn on al- 
Qaida in Iraq and getting thousands of 
young Sunni men to sign up for the 
Ramadi police force and protection 
forces. Listen carefully to how this 
happened, as described by the Los An-
geles Times: 

Fed up with the insurgents’ killings and 
their acts of intimidation in Ramadi, the 
Sunni sheiks came to the coalition in Sep-
tember to tell the U.S.-led force that they 
were ready to cooperate and would urge their 
tribes to supply recruits for the Iraqi army 
and police. Even the most optimistic U.S. 
colonel was not prepared for the flood of re-
cruits once the sheiks got the word out that 
joining the Army, police, and provincial 
forces had their approval. Recently, 1,500 
Iraqi youths showed up to enlist in the po-
lice, more than the recruiters could take. 

Continuing to quote. 
Another change that helped recruiting was 

a policy introduced in February promising 
recruits from Al Anbar that they would be 
based close to home if they enlisted. Within 
2 days of that switch, 400 youths had signed 
up. 

So you have Sunnis joining the police 
and army in their own regions, staying 
in their regions to deal with Sunni ex-
tremists in the midst of their own re-
gion, and becoming part of the anti-al- 
Qaida solution. 

What is that all about? It is what I 
have been saying for a long time: give 
them local control and they will have 
the prospect of bringing this country 
to a peaceful settlement. That is a 
whole lot better than having them take 
the fight to the Shiites and becoming 
part of the sectarian nightmare. 

It makes sense for our troops to be in 
Anbar, helping local Sunnis defeat al- 
Qaida. That is what we should limit 
their mission to. It does not make 
sense for them to be going door to door 
in Baghdad, a city of 6.2 million people, 
and getting caught in the crossfire of a 
self-sustaining civil war. It makes 
sense for us to focus on a political set-
tlement by bringing problems and re-
sponsibilities down to the local level, 
giving each group an opportunity to 
advance its interests peacefully, not 
with bombs and death squads but with 
a political compromise. 

It does not make sense to send more 
and more troops into Iraq in pursuit of 
a strategy that has virtually no pros-
pect for success. The administration 
hopes the surge will buy time for 
Prime Minister Maliki’s government to 
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get its act together. But there is no 
trust within that government, no trust 
of the government by the people it pur-
ports to serve, and no capacity on the 
part of the government to deliver the 
services or security that is needed. 
There is little prospect that the gov-
ernment will build that trust and ca-
pacity any time soon. 

In short, the most basic premise of 
the President’s approach, and that of 
some of my colleagues on this side of 
the aisle, is that the Iraqi people will 
rally behind a strong central govern-
ment that looks out for their interests 
equally and is fundamentally fair. That 
whole notion, I have been saying for 
over 4 years, is fundamentally flawed. 
It is not achievable. So instead of esca-
lating this war with no end in sight, we 
have to start bringing our troops home 
with the goal of getting most of them 
out by early next year. 

As the President rails against those 
of us who have been proposing that, I 
remind him his former Secretary of 
State Baker, his father’s former Sec-
retary of State Eagleburger, were part 
of a commission that said we should 
get our troops out by March of 2008. 
The British, in Basra, did essentially 
what I am suggesting. They redeployed 
their troops out of the cities, did not 
engage in the civil war, and began to 
draw them down. Are they abandoning? 

Instead of escalating this war, we 
have to start to bring our troops home, 
and we have to help Iraq make the 
transition to the decentralized federal 
system that is called for in their con-
stitution. Making federalism work for 
all Iraqis is a strategy that can still 
succeed and allow our troops to leave 
without leaving chaos behind. 

This war must end, but it is still 
within our power to end it responsibly. 
That is a mission that can unite Amer-
icans and protect our interests, and 
that is a mission that is long overdue. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I am 
going to again invite Members to come 
to the floor. The order is H.R. 1495, the 
Water Resources Development Act. We 
have had a chance now to act on a mo-
tion to proceed. We are on that right 
now. I know there are several Members 
who have said they want to come to 
the floor with statements and amend-
ments. I join Senator BOXER, the chair-
man of our committee, in encouraging 
people to bring their amendments down 
and give us a chance to look at them. 

I have to say, I was a little dis-
appointed that we did not have a unan-
imous vote on the motion to proceed. 
Let me again say this, and I say this to 
my conservative friends, the Water Re-

sources Development Act that is under 
consideration now is very similar to 
the one we acted on a year ago. In fact, 
it started out to be the same thing. I 
wanted to use the same criteria on the 
current bill that we used last year. 
However, on environmental infrastruc-
ture projects, there are a lot of people 
who wanted some of those to be consid-
ered. Frankly, I would have preferred 
not to. But nonetheless, that is now 
part of the criteria. There is a limited 
number of those projects. 

We have criteria that go along the 
line of making sure there is local sup-
port. We do not have any waivers for 
local support of these efforts, so the 
participation has to be there from the 
local governments to demonstrate 
clearly these are important projects to 
be considered. 

Speaking as a conservative, let me 
emphasize there are certain things con-
servatives believe Government should 
be doing. The top two in my category 
are armed services—we have to defend 
America; that is our function; that is 
what we are supposed to be doing—and 
second is infrastructure. Way back in 
the Eisenhower administration, we 
started a system of national highways. 
It has been very successful. But we 
have a problem in the way we have 
been funding them with user fees, with 
a Federal gasoline excise tax. It has 
worked fairly well. However, we are to 
the point now where the last bill we 
passed 2 years ago, the Transportation 
reauthorization bill, was one where, 
even though it was a very large bill in 
terms of spending that amount of 
money, it did nothing more than main-
tain what we currently have. That is 
not adequate. 

You might say that has nothing to do 
with the Water Resources Development 
Act. It does. Right now, looking into 
the future, I see nothing but serious 
problems. We know 10 years from now 
the traffic on our highway system 
throughout America is going to double 
and probably triple in 20 years. If some-
thing is not done to increase the road 
capacity, it is going to be chaotic. The 
two things that have the most favor-
able effect on surface transportation 
are our rail and waterway system. That 
is what this is all about, our waterway 
system. 

We are going to be talking in a lot 
more detail about this, but I want to 
say, particularly to those out there 
who believe there may be projects they 
don’t like: These projects meet a cri-
teria. If we were not to pass the Water 
Resources Development Act, if we were 
to say we are not going to pass it— 
maybe people are fabricating some rea-
son, they don’t like one or two projects 
that are in there—No. 1, as it is now, 
those projects have met the criteria, 
and, No. 2, if we do not pass this bill, 
we will have no spending discipline on 
these projects. They will simply go and 
get appropriations, and they can be 
things that have nothing to do with 
meeting important criteria. 

Look at this as a criterion bill to re-
duce spending, runaway spending; to 

reduce money being spent on things 
that do not meet the criteria in terms 
of the Corps of Engineers’ reports to 
make sure they meet environmental 
and other requirements. 

It may surprise a lot of people to 
know that in my State of Oklahoma, 
we actually have a navigational water-
way. A lot of people are not aware of 
that. In fact, it was the best kept se-
cret for many years. But we carry 
grain and oil products and petroleum 
products back and forth all the way 
from my city of Tulsa, OK, it is called 
the Port of Catoosa, down through the 
Arkansas and Mississippi Rivers and 
distributed throughout the water sys-
tem. It is something absolutely nec-
essary. If we did not have that, if we 
were not able to pass legislation to ex-
pand that capacity, then that traffic is 
going to fall on our highways. 

I can assure you right now the same 
committee considering the water bill 
now is going to be considering the 
highway reauthorization, probably in a 
couple of years. It is going to make it 
that much more traumatic if we do not 
get this done. 

I will give an example. In the State 
of Oklahoma, 98 percent of the way we 
have a 12-foot channel. However, if it is 
only 2 percent that is a 9-foot channel, 
that restricts the entire channel. I 
think we all understand that. 

While that is not in this bill—I don’t 
have anything self-serving about this 
comment because that has already 
been authorized, that has been author-
ized for years—it is that type of thing 
that, if we are to shut down for any 
reason or dramatically restrict our wa-
terways, all that is going to fall on our 
highways. It is a serious problem. 

I reemphasize to those who are my 
conservative friends—we have rankings 
around here. One of the unique things 
about the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives is that if people want to 
know how their Members are voting, if 
you are concerned about overtaxation, 
you have a number of organizations— 
the National Taxpayers Union, the Na-
tional Tax Limitation Committee, and 
others—that rank us as to how we vote 
on tax increases. If you are concerned 
about overregulation of small busi-
ness—I spent 35 years in small business 
so I know a little bit about overregula-
tion—if you are concerned about that, 
the National Federation of Independent 
Businesses ranks all Members, Demo-
crats and Republicans, House and Sen-
ate, as to how they vote on regulatory 
issues that might inhibit the expansion 
of small businesses. 

The same thing is true with how peo-
ple vote on defending America. The 
Center for Security Policy ranks all 
Democrats and Republicans, House and 
Senate, on how they vote on defense 
issues, which is a real critical thing 
that we are dealing with right now. 

The same is true in terms of people 
who are conservatives. The American 
Conservative Union ranks all Members 
of the House and Senate. I have to say 
to my conservative friends, I am, as of 
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2 weeks ago, again, considered and 
ranked as the No. 1 most conservative 
Member of the Senate. I am proud of 
that. So I don’t want anyone to run 
around saying we are passing a bill 
that is somehow going out and doing 
projects that should not be done. 

Sure, there are some projects in here 
that I don’t like as well as others. I 
might not have had the same criteria 
as someone on the other side of the 
aisle might. But I have to say this, 
with the chairman of our committee, 
Senator BOXER, she and I have worked 
for a long time on this. She, as I said 
before, is a proud liberal Democrat. I 
am a proud conservative Republican. 
We agree on these things. We know 
Government has the function of mak-
ing sure we do certain things. Cer-
tainly, the greatest Nation in the 
world has to have an infrastructure 
system that will accommodate trans-
portation. 

This is a very important part of that. 
When we deploy units for training out 
of Oklahoma, we send the heavy equip-
ment via channels. 

I have not told this story in a long 
time, but since I see Senator BOXER, I 
will tell it. Many years ago when I was 
in the State Senate, it occurred to me 
that our navigation way that makes us 
navigable in the State of Oklahoma 
was something nobody knew about. 
They said: We know about the Inter-
coastal Waterway, we know about the 
Arkansas River, we know about the 
Mississippi River and the Great Lakes, 
but they didn’t know anything about 
the State of Oklahoma and the fact 
you can get all the way up there with 
barge traffic into my hometown of 
Tulsa, OK. 

A guy came to me with an idea. This 
is years ago. He was from Kellyville, 
OK. His name was Kelly. That must 
tell you something. He was the head of 
the World War II submarine veterans. 

He came to me and said: If you want 
to get the message across that we are 
navigable in Oklahoma, I can raise 
money to get a World War II surplus 
submarine from Orange, TX. With vol-
unteers we can, together, if you will do 
the legislation in the State of Okla-
homa and come help us on this, we can 
bring that submarine all the way from 
Orange, TX, up their waterway, up the 
Mississippi, over the Arkansas, to the 
Port of Catoosa—actually, the Port of 
Muskogee is where it ended up—and we 
can let the whole world know we have 
this navigation way. We did. 

All my political adversaries were 
against it. They said, in the State Sen-
ate, we are going to sink Inhofe with 
the submarine. It didn’t work. The sub-
marine is there now. It is proudly dis-
played in Muskogee, OK, letting all the 
world know we are able to barge mate-
rial in and out of the State of Okla-
homa. 

I have to say it is the Nation’s most 
inland port. I invite you to come out 
and take a trip, I say to my friend Sen-
ator BOXER. 

The bottom line is this. We have to 
get the heavy stuff moved around. If it 

is not going to be on rail, if it is not 
going to be on the channel system, the 
waterway system we are talking about 
today, then it will have to be on the 
other surface transportation or high-
way system that is going to be so con-
gested. 

That is what this is all about. I renew 
our request for Members who have 
amendments they want to bring to the 
floor, bring them now. We have lots of 
time. We have all day to be looking at 
these. We want to consider them. We 
want to give them our best consider-
ation. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from California. 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I say 

thank you to Senator INHOFE. People 
see us tangling on a host of issues. I 
think it gives them a good feeling to 
know there are times when we see eye 
to eye. I would say, when those times 
occur, it should mean we can get our 
legislation through pretty quickly be-
cause we have worked hard to accom-
modate the views of both sides of the 
aisle. 

I am pleased the Senate voted over-
whelmingly to start the process of con-
sidering the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 2007. I hope, in short order, 
we will find out we can actually move 
to the bill. We are technically on a mo-
tion to proceed to the bill, which is 
slowing us up a bit, but we think there 
are other issues causing that. We hope 
they will be resolved. 

This important legislation authorizes 
projects and policies of the Civic Works 
Program of the Army Corps of Engi-
neers and, as I said, it has tremendous 
support both from my ranking mem-
ber, Senator INHOFE, the entire Envi-
ronment and Public Works Com-
mittee—which runs the gamut of phi-
losophies and geographies and all the 
rest. 

Colleagues asked to see the sub-
stitute bill we worked so hard on, that 
has a very good score from the Con-
gressional Budget Office—less than the 
House-passed bill; fiscally responsible. 
A good chunk of it is aimed at Hurri-
cane Katrina—which both Senator 
INHOFE and I feel very good about. We 
believe certainly Louisiana is in des-
perate need of help, and we have an-
swered their call in a very strong way. 
I would say about 25 percent of the bill 
is actually dedicated to making sure 
Louisiana is made whole and is pro-
tected in the future. 

We hope our colleagues from Lou-
isiana will feel good about this. If there 
are other things they want to offer, we 
ask them to come down and show us 
what they are. Senator INHOFE, Sen-
ator ISAKSON, Senator BAUCUS, and I 
have an agreement that unless the four 
of us agree on these amendments, we 
are going to oppose them. That is hard 
for us to do. We don’t like to give up 
our freedom. But on this we are going 
to do it. Why? This bill is 7 years over-
due—7 long years. There is enough 
blame to go around as to why it hap-

pened. We don’t need to get into it. It 
is not important. Right now we have an 
opportunity to make up for lost time 
and get to where we are back on a 
track that makes sense. This is a great 
economy in this country. We need an 
infrastructure that matches our ambi-
tions and our future dreams for a thriv-
ing business community, a place where 
workers can get good jobs. So we need 
this bill. 

What we are saying to colleagues is, 
first of all, some of you want to see the 
bill. Of course. The bill is available to 
you. 

The bill is available in both cloak-
rooms. The bill will be printed in the 
RECORD tonight. You have all been part 
of it. I think you all will be pleased 
with it. There is a CBO score that has 
been placed in the RECORD for you to 
see. There is huge support out here in 
America for this bill. We have letters 
coming in from disparate groups in this 
country which include farmers, which 
include workers’ unions, contractors, 
all kinds of businesses. This is a very 
powerful message to the Senate to 
move forward. The House has passed 
the bill. Let’s get to conference. Let’s 
get a bill to the President’s desk. 

Again, I say thank you to Senator 
INHOFE. I will say this a lot. But it has 
been a pleasure to work with him and 
his staff. My staff feels the same way. 
We have made great progress. This bill 
is a project of commitment, of bipar-
tisan and partnership. 

I mentioned Senators BAUCUS and 
ISAKSON. They have been very impor-
tant in terms of working with us on 
this package. Many members of the 
committee went to Louisiana to see 
the problem there. Senators LANDRIEU 
and VITTER were determined to show us 
their needs, and they did. Again, a lot 
of the work in this bill is directed to-
ward Louisiana. 

I do want to thank members of the 
staff. Sometimes chairmen wait until 
the bill is finished to do that. But I 
want to do it now: My staff director, 
Bettina Poirier, and my deputy staff 
director, Ken Kopocis; Jeff Rosato and 
Tyler Rushforth for all their work. On 
Senator INHOFE’s staff, I wanted to 
thank Andrew Wheeler, Ruth Van 
Mark, Angie Giancarlo, and Letmon 
Lee. Additionally, I thank Jo-Ellen 
Darcy and Paul Wilkins with Senator 
BAUCUS and Mike Quiello with Senator 
ISAKSON. 

We have had many late-hour, emer-
gency, stressful phone calls getting to 
this stage. We hope those phone calls 
will not have been in vain and that we 
have come up with a product everyone 
will be proud of. 

In so many ways this is the start of 
a new day because I believe we are now 
on track to restore the regular process 
of meeting the Nation’s water re-
sources needs as they arise. But we will 
not get done with this bill if colleagues 
do not come to the floor and let us see 
their amendments. 

I echo what Senator INHOFE said. 
Let’s not play hide and seek with 
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amendments. Let’s get those amend-
ments out. I have already been very 
open. I have told everybody there is an 
agreement with the big four on the 
committee; that we need to agree to 
them, to support them. It may well be 
there is an amendment on Senator 
INHOFE’s side that he wouldn’t vote for 
because one of us said it is not accept-
able. The same thing could well happen 
on our side. That does not diminish 
anyone’s right to offer these amend-
ments. They have the right to do it. We 
support their right to do it because if 
they come soon, maybe we can work on 
these amendments together and get 
them included in the managers’ pack-
age. So that would be the best of all 
worlds. 

I thank Senator FEINGOLD because he 
and I had a chat. He is going to offer an 
amendment I do not agree with on 
prioritization of Corps projects. But he 
is going to come over here at noon. He 
is going to take his time then, and 
then he is not going to talk about this 
anymore until we have a vote. And he 
will do it in 2 minutes on Tuesday so 
that we can get the debate on these 
amendments over with now. 

So I ask other Senators with amend-
ments, within the sound of our voices: 
Please come over with your amend-
ments. We have all day, all day here 
with an open microphone for you. You 
can take as much time as you want. 
You can put your amendment out 
there. You can talk about it, and then 
Senator INHOFE and I can look it over, 
share it with Senators ISAKSON and 
BAUCUS. 

We want to accommodate everybody. 
We really do. If you meet the criteria 
we have set out—I think the criteria is 
well thought out. We want to make 
sure every project in this bill can be 
defended. That is important because we 
have precious few dollars to waste. So 
we want you to come over with your 
amendments. We are going to try to 
help everyone. We have already done so 
much to help you. We want to do more. 
We both agree, Senator INHOFE and I, 
that WRDA is an important bill, and it 
is overdue 7 years—too long to wait for 
a bill that authorizes essential flood 
control, navigation, ecosystem restora-
tion; 7 years of projects being ready to 
go and unable to begin because, for 
whatever reason. 

Again, we did not—we could not get 
the political will, or we could not just 
push it over the finish line, as I like to 
say. So we had 7 years of communities 
in your State and mine and Oklahoma 
and other places, people waiting to 
shore up their infrastructure needs, 
many of them vital to protecting 
homes and families from catastrophic 
flooding. 

Believe me, I can tell you, in my 
State flood control is one of the major 
priorities of Senator FEINSTEIN and I, 
as well as Governor Schwarzenegger. It 
is quite bipartisan in the State legisla-
ture as well. 

So, yes, there are a lot of projects in 
the bill. It is the cost of waiting so 

long to act. So I think it is remarkable 
that given all the time that has gone 
on, we were able to put together a bill 
that is fiscally responsible. The bill be-
fore the Senate is less expensive than 
the bill passed by the House. The origi-
nal bill had some ambiguous language 
that drove up the score. But I believe 
Senator INHOFE and I and others, we 
have corrected this problem. It was not 
easy. It took discipline, but we worked 
cooperatively in a bipartisan way. 

We have a bill that meets our com-
munities’ and our Nation’s acute and 
unmet water infrastructure needs. It 
does it in a fiscally responsible way. 
Let me tell you what the bill does. 
Title I would authorize 47 projects con-
sistent with completed chief of engi-
neers reports. Now, that is very impor-
tant because these reports lay out 
what we have to do, what the cost will 
be. 

Those chief of engineers reports deal 
with flood control, navigation, and eco-
system restoration projects. These 
chief reports are the result of years of 
engineering science, economic anal-
ysis, environmental assessment, hours 
of Corps of Engineers work and exper-
tise going into preparing these docu-
ments, concluding with the final re-
view of the chief. 

Title I would also authorize new 
locks on the upper Mississippi River, 
Illinois waterway system, and the con-
current ecosystem restoration plan for 
those waters. This project is important 
to waterway goods movement, particu-
larly grains from the heartland of 
America. That is why the farmers sup-
port this bill. We have an amazing coa-
lition of people supporting this bill. 

If you cannot move goods, grain, 
from the heartland, we are in a lot of 
trouble. We will be in a lot of trouble if 
this bill does not get done. Senator 
INHOFE and I are committed to getting 
this done. We have our differences in 
this Chamber, and by the way, that is 
the way it should be. There are dif-
ferences in this Chamber, but when it 
comes to this bill, it seems to me we 
have to set them aside. Those dif-
ferences should be set aside. 

Title I also includes authorization for 
the Louisiana Coastal Area Ecosystem 
Restoration Program, to revert wet-
land loss and provide hurricane and 
storm damage reduction benefits. 

I will discuss this issue in depth at a 
later time. But we know the loss of 
wetlands is a major cause of flooding. 
Not even to get into the fact that our 
species need these wetlands, put that 
aside; the wetlands are flood control, 
natural flood control. We have lost so 
many wetlands that the Corps came to 
us and told us they believe it is a major 
cause of trouble now. We did not real-
ize what we had until they were gone. 
So now we are restoring wetlands. 

Finally, title I includes small 
projects for flood damage reduction, 
navigation, aquatic ecosystem restora-
tion, under the continuing authority 
programs of the Corps. 

Title II will make changes in Corps of 
Engineers authorities in how it carries 

out its programs. Title II contains the 
administrative provisions that are 
commonly referred to as Corps reform. 
These important provisions include up-
dating the Corps’ planning process, the 
water resources planning coordinating 
committee, independent peer review, 
and improvements to the Corps’ miti-
gation program. 

Now, a lot of this language was new 
to the last bill. I thank my colleague, 
Senator INHOFE. When he was in charge 
of the committee, he took the lead on 
this section, and we kept that section 
intact. We made progress with Corps 
reform. These provisions will help en-
sure the Corps does its job more effec-
tively and soundly, require in many 
cases an extra pair of eyes on its 
projects. 

Senator INHOFE worked with Senator 
FEINGOLD and me and others. The lan-
guage stands. We should be proud. Yes, 
there is Corps reform in this bill. 

Now, I wanted to make it clear that 
Senator FEINGOLD wants to do more. 
One of his ideas is prioritization. 
Frankly, I think it is off the mark, and 
we are going to have a debate about it 
to see where the chips fall on that par-
ticular amendment. But I thank him 
for his cooperation. He is going to 
come down in a little while. He is going 
to take his time. He is going to debate 
this bill. Senator INHOFE and I, I am 
sure, will have a response, and then we 
will be able to have a very short con-
tinuation of the debate just a couple of 
minutes per side, hopefully, on Monday 
or Tuesday, and we will finish this bill. 

Title II also contains the authoriza-
tion for the National Levee Safety Pro-
gram, a new program that helps iden-
tify failing levees and provides Corps 
resources and expertise to help improve 
and repair those levees. 

Title III includes provisions that 
would affect existing, ongoing, or com-
pleted projects. These sections include 
making modifications to project cost 
ceilings, modifying project purposes, 
changing project boundaries, extending 
authorizations for annual programs, 
and correcting original deficiencies. 
Why is this important? Because so 
much time has passed that these 
projects need another look. Sometimes 
there is new technologies that can 
come in and meet the needs. Some-
times there is new cost estimates that 
need to be reflected. So Title III affects 
existing, ongoing, or completed 
projects. 

I have just about 3 more minutes or 
4 more minutes, then I will have to 
yield to whoever would like to speak at 
that time. 

Title IV includes authorizations for 
new project studies. It also makes 
modifications to ongoing studies. Title 
V includes modifications to the Estu-
ary Restoration Act, an existing res-
toration program of the Corps. It in-
cludes programmatic authorities for 
regional approaches to water resources 
problems. 

Title VI would deauthorize all or por-
tions of 52 previously authorized Corps 
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projects. The deauthorization rep-
resents projects or portions of projects 
that are no longer supported by local 
interests. This does happen. Sometimes 
you have a plan, and after years and 
years people say: There is a better way 
to do it, or we don’t need it. That is re-
flected here. 

So that is a brief overview of the bill. 
But it only begins to express the bill’s 
importance to our communities, our 
families, our Nation, our farmers, our 
workers, our businesses. The bill is 
about authorizing projects our commu-
nities need to help protect thousands of 
homes and millions of lives from cata-
strophic floods. The bill is about au-
thorizing projects our communities 
need to help restore the great wet-
lands, estuaries, and rivers of our Na-
tion. These are places in which wildlife 
thrives and our families can enjoy for 
generations to come. 

Indeed, as hunting, fishing, boating, 
camping, and our outdoor industries 
boom, this bill is an important part of 
keeping America’s recreation economy 
thriving. 

The bill makes other very important 
contributions to our Nation’s economy. 
It authorizes projects our communities 
need to help increase our port and wa-
terway capacity and makes shipping 
easier, safer, more efficient. 

It literally keeps America’s economy 
moving. We are in a global economy. 
Ships come into port, and they go out 
of port. They move goods in, they move 
goods out. Workers are at the ports, 
businesses are at the ports. 

I will tell you, when we get to our 
next highway bill, we have to do a lot 
more for our ports in terms of cleaner 
air and goods movement. I look for-
ward to working with Senator INHOFE 
perhaps as early as next year, and the 
other colleagues who chair and rank on 
that subcommittee, to begin looking at 
that next bill that is so important to 
our goods movement. 

But this is part of it. We need to pass 
this bill to keep America’s economy 
moving because so much of our econ-
omy is dependent on our water re-
sources. In just the next 2 minutes, I 
am going to give you a couple of exam-
ples of what I am talking about. 

America’s ports and harbors are our 
gateway to the world. Our manufactur-
ers’ goods, automobiles, computer 
chips, agriculture goods such as grains, 
wines, and fruit pass through our ports 
and harbors around the world. Goods 
worth $5.5 billion pass through our 
ports every day and more than 2.5 bil-
lion tons of trade move through our 
ports and waterways. That volume is 
expected to double over the next 15 
years. In the next 15 years, goods 
movement is going to double in our 
country. So we have to get down pass-
ing this bill, because thousands of jobs 
are on the line. Many businesses are 
expecting us to take action, and our 
farmers want action. Five million jobs 
are at America’s ports. WRDA is essen-
tial. 

Outdoor recreation, I talked about 
that. The Corps of Engineers operates 

more than 2,500 recreation areas at 463 
projects, and leases an additional 1,800 
sites to States or locals. The Corps 
hosts 360 million visits a year at its 
lakes, beaches, and other areas. It is 
estimated that 1 in 10 Americans visits 
Corps projects once a year, 25 million 
people. We need to pass this bill. That 
generates 600,000 jobs to support visi-
tors. 

Public health and safety, economic 
growth, environmental protection are 
the goals of this bill. 

This is the first bill—I think Senator 
INHOFE and I are very proud of this— 
that takes into effect ethics reform, 
even though the bill has not been 
signed into law. We have asked col-
leagues to submit letters answering the 
question: Do you have a conflict of in-
terest in any of your projects? Those 
letters are open for the public to see. 
They are at the committee offices. We 
have printed in large print the results 
of those letters and each of the projects 
Members have asked for. 

We are proud of that. 
One of the lessons of Hurricane 

Katrina is we ignore water infrastruc-
ture at our own peril. We are going to 
be moving new WRDA bills right after 
this one. We are going to be looking at 
our levees. We are not resting after 
this bill passes. 

I look forward to moving along on 
this bill. I know at this point we have 
a bit of a slowdown on the bill by my 
Republican colleagues. I understand 
their issues have nothing to do with 
the legislation. I respect that. It is a 
tool being used. But I urge both sides, 
let’s put aside our differences on what-
ever they are. Whether it is judges, 
whether it is Iraq, God knows we have 
differences; they are tough. I respect 
those differences. Senator INHOFE does 
as well. But we need to move this legis-
lation. This bill can’t wait much 
longer. 

Again, we are going to work in a co-
operative way. We urge Members from 
both sides to get their amendments to 
the floor. Even though we can’t at this 
point put those amendments in the 
RECORD, we can debate them today. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

BROWN). The Senator from Oklahoma is 
recognized. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the remarks made by the chair-
man of the committee, Senator BOXER. 
I do agree. It is very unusual that we 
agree so much on one bill, and we do on 
this one. It is important that everyone 
understands, this bill is actually less 
than the House bill is. This bill is less 
than the bill when I was chairman of 
the committee a year ago. But the 
most important part is, it offers dis-
cipline. When you say you need a 
chief’s report, you are saying a project 
has to be economically justified, envi-
ronmentally sound, and technically 
feasible. Without this bill, there is no 
discipline. That is what I keep saying 
to my conservative friends. 

One of the Members who has been 
very helpful was the chairman of the 

subcommittee—and I was ranking 
member—out of which this bill 
emerged, the Senator from Georgia, 
Mr. ISAKSON. So we can lock in the 
next two speakers, if there is no objec-
tion, I ask unanimous consent that 
Senator ISAKSON be recognized for up 
to 8 minutes, followed by Senator 
GRASSLEY from Iowa for up to 20 min-
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. INHOFE. I also ask unanimous 
consent for Senator FEINGOLD to be 
recognized at noon today for up to 1 
hour. Then at 1 o’clock, we will have 
an opportunity to respond. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Georgia. 
Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I reit-

erate my commitment to the chairman 
and ranking member, and to Senator 
BAUCUS, that we will remain united to 
support this bill to the end. We will be 
united on amendments whether we are 
for them or against them. This is in 
the best interest of the United States. 

I thank Ruth Van Mark, Angie 
Ciancarlo, Letmon Lee, Jeff Rosato, 
Ken Kopocis, Tyler Rushforth and Jo- 
Ellen Darcy for their work on this bill. 
I particularly thank my staff member 
Mike Quiello. 

The bill before us is an investment in 
infrastructure. It is not a spending bill. 
It ensures safe drinking water, clean 
drinking water, storm water manage-
ment, and navigable waterways will be 
a reality. They will be workable and 
they will be improved. To use my State 
as an example, I cite three things in-
cluded in this bill that are important 
to the infrastructure of the Southeast. 

First, I wish to take a minute to talk 
about the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1986. This committee has 
considered that legislation to authorize 
four projects on a biennial basis. Unfor-
tunately, we have gone 7 years without 
a reauthorization. Now is without 
question the time to make that reau-
thorization. I am proud of the work the 
committee has done. 

Specifically, for the State of Georgia, 
there are a number of important provi-
sions included in this legislation: a 
fund for the construction of convey-
ance systems to connect both existing 
and planned wastewater infrastructure 
and facilities for the Metro North 
Georgia Water Planning District. What 
is so important about this is, it rep-
resents what Congress and the Corps 
have said is the future of quality, good 
management water. That is a regional 
approach. Water does not recognize po-
litical jurisdictions. It does not recog-
nize politicians. It flows downstream 
and downhill and intersects regions as 
it goes. It is important to fund projects 
such as this to deal with water on a re-
gional and comprehensive basis. 

Also included in this legislation is 
the Big Creek watershed in North Ful-
ton County. The Mayor of Roswell, the 
city of Roswell, the County of Fulton, 
have worked critically on this water-
shed management and have increased 
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the flow of water into the Chattahoo-
chee and improved its quality and used 
new high technology for flood and 
water control management. It is essen-
tial we invest in that type of infra-
structure in the future for good quality 
water, good quality runoff, and good 
quality storm management. 

I also wish to take a moment to talk 
about an historic event that took place 
in my State at 2 p.m. on 12 March 2007. 
Governor Sonny Purdue of Georgia and 
Governor Mark Sandord of South Caro-
lina met on the banks of Jasper County 
in South Carolina and announced a 
bistate proposal to build a joint port 
operation in Jasper County. It is his-
toric because for the better part of two 
decades, Georgia and South Carolina 
have fought over the use of that land. 
It has been used as an environmental 
dump, if you will. The two States oper-
ate the Port of Charleston, the Port of 
Savannah, and the Port of Brunswick. 
All are reaching capacity. The two 
States wanted to go together, build a 
port, and operate that port jointly to 
ensure the future of commerce to the 
Southeast and, in fact, the rest of the 
Nation, so much so that the two States 
are putting up the money to pay for 
the feasibility study. The WRDA bill 
only authorizes the study to be made. 
It does not cost the taxpayers of Amer-
ica a dime. The taxpayers of Georgia 
and South Carolina are paying for it. 

During the debate, there is going to 
be an amendment offered to clarify 
language in section 4028 of the bill 
which will more accurately reflect that 
agreement. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD a copy of this 
historic transcript as well as a copy of 
the transcript of Assistant Secretary of 
the Army for Civil Works John Paul 
Woodley talking about this agreement 
and acknowledging it in the EPW Com-
mittee. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

TERM SHEET 
Whereas, Governor Sanford and Governor 

Perdue, as the chief executive officers of 
their respective states, recognize that the 
capacity at the existing ports in Charleston 
and Savannah is finite and that their states’ 
businesses and industries have a need for in-
creased access to marine terminal facilities 
to import and export goods associated with 
their activities for the benefit of each of the 
states, the United States and for inter-
national commerce generally; and 

Whereas, Governor Sanford and Governor 
Perdue believe that the most practical 
means of increasing each state’s capacity for 
marine-related transportation facilities is 
to: (a) build a new maritime terminal on the 
Savannah River in Jasper County, South 
Carolina, and (b) improve access to both the 
new terminal in Jasper County and the exist-
ing and potential new or expanded terminals 
in Garden City and Savannah, Georgia; and 

Whereas, in order to expedite and facilitate 
the building of the new terminal in Jasper 
County and to improve access to this new 
terminal and the existing and potential new 
or expanded terminals in Garden City and 
Savannah, Governor Sanford and Governor 
Perdue are desirous of setting forth herein 

their mutual intent to cooperate and coordi-
nate in all appropriate respects and to pro-
mote and advocate in good faith the taking 
and occurrence of any and all actions nec-
essary to those ends, including, without lim-
itation, those set forth herein; 

Whereas, Governor Sanford and Governor 
Perdue recognize the importance of the envi-
ronmental resources in the Savannah River 
and the surrounding areas, and the need for 
wise use and long-term sustainability of 
these resources through planning and co-
operation on resource management in a re-
gional and cooperative manner, and are pro-
posing the actions herein in a manner that 
balances the need for economic development 
and protection of sustainable natural re-
sources to the maximum extent feasible; 

Now, therefore, to promote and advocate 
the taking of actions necessary to build a 
new maritime terminal on the Savannah 
River in Jasper County and to improve ac-
cess to both this new terminal and the exist-
ing and potential new or expanded terminals 
in Garden City and Savannah, and to estab-
lish a framework from which their respective 
state legislatures can draft and adopt a for-
mal compact to accomplish those objectives, 
Governor Sanford and Governor Perdue set 
forth this Term Sheet. 

THE JASPER COUNTY MARITIME TERMINAL 
1. Governor Sanford and Governor Perdue 

will use their best efforts as the Governors of 
their respective states to promote the devel-
opment of a maritime terminal, by the two 
states on an equal basis through an appro-
priate entity (the Bi-State Port Authority) 
and pursuant to a compact (the Bi-State 
Compact) approved by the two states’ legis-
latures and ratified by the United States 
Congress (the Congress), on an appropriate 
portion of the land (the Jasper Terminal 
Site) situate in Jasper County, owned by the 
Georgia Department of Transportation (the 
Georgia DOT) and currently subject to liti-
gation between the states. 

2. Independent of the pursuit of the Bi- 
State Compact to develop a maritime ter-
minal on the Jasper Terminal Site (see para-
graph 3 below), Governor Sanford and Gov-
ernor Perdue recognize that, as a threshold 
matter, in order for a maritime terminal to 
be developed on the Jasper Terminal Site by 
any entity, the easements (the Easements) 
used by the United States Army Corps of En-
gineers (the Corps) for placement of dredged 
fill materials for the Savannah Harbor Fed-
eral Navigation Project (the Savannah Har-
bor Project) on the Jasper Terminal Site 
must be removed, released, or modified. In 
this regard, Governor Sanford and Governor 
Perdue further recognize that the Georgia 
DOT as the current owner of the Jasper Ter-
minal Site is the appropriate party to ini-
tiate and pursue the release, removal or 
modification of the Easements, and they will 
use their best efforts as the Governors of 
their respective states to cooperatively pur-
sue the timely release, removal or modifica-
tion of the Easements by requesting: 

(a) that the Georgia DOT, as soon as pos-
sible after execution of this Term Sheet, 
make a formal application to the Corps for 
the release, removal or modification of the 
Easements and that the State of South Caro-
lina submit a letter of support to the Corps; 

(b) that the Congress authorize the nec-
essary studies to permit such release, re-
moval or modification (the Federal Feasi-
bility Study) and that each state take what-
ever action may be required, including if 
necessary an appropriation by its legislature 
during the 2007 legislative session, to ensure 
that each state has the requisite funds dedi-
cated as soon as possible after execution of 
this Term Sheet for the payment of one-half 
of the estimated cost of the Federal Feasi-
bility Study; and 

(c) that each state’s legislature appro-
priate during the 2008 legislative session, if 
necessary, funds dedicated for the payment 
of one-half of the state or local share of costs 
associated acquiring replacement spoil dis-
posal sites. 

Governor Sanford and Governor Perdue 
further acknowledge that these efforts to re-
lease, remove or modify the Easements must 
immediately proceed on a track independent 
of the Bi-State Compact process and declare 
that these efforts shall represent the nec-
essary tangible commitment by the two 
states to act in good faith toward ensuring 
that a new maritime terminal on the Savan-
nah River in Jasper County becomes a re-
ality. Additionally, Governor Sanford and 
Governor Perdue acknowledge that, in the 
event the Bi-State Compact process fails and 
title to the Jasper Terminal Site remains re-
posed with the Georgia DOT (and thus con-
tinues to remain the subject of the con-
demnation litigation pending between the 
SCSPA and the Georgia DOT), then it would 
be equitable for the State of Georgia to rec-
ompense the State of South Carolina for 
funds expended by it in connection with the 
Federal Feasibility Study and acquiring re-
placement disposal sites to compensate for 
the areas no longer encumbered by the Ease-
ments, and therefore Governor Perdue will 
use his best efforts as Governor of Georgia to 
have the Georgia legislature make the appro-
priate equitable reimbursement arrange-
ments. 

3. Independent of their immediate effort to 
pursue the release, removal or modification 
of the Easements from the Jasper Terminal 
Site (see paragraph 2 above), Governor San-
ford and Governor Perdue will also use their 
best efforts as the Governors of their respec-
tive states to promote the passage of the Bi- 
State Compact in their respective state’s 
legislatures, on or before March 31, 2008, to: 

(a) create the Bi-State Port Authority to 
be owned on a 50–50 basis by the two states 
and governed by a board comprised of direc-
tors appointed in equal numbers by the two 
states, provided, however, that there are ade-
quate provisions for the resolution of dead-
locks and specific assurances that the Bi- 
State Port Authority would be completely 
committed to the timely development of a 
new maritime terminal on the Jasper Ter-
minal Site, with specific milestones to be 
achieved, so that the Bi-State Port Author-
ity would not be in any way biased toward 
the protection of existing or future maritime 
terminal facilities owned and/or operated by 
the South Carolina State Ports Authority 
(the SCSPA) at the Port of Charleston or the 
Georgia Ports Authority (the GPA) at the 
Port of Savannah; 

(b) authorize the Georgia DOT’s sale of the 
Jasper Terminal Site to the Bi-State Port 
Authority for its fair market value, with 
matters of record that prohibit the develop-
ment of a maritime terminal being removed 
prior to the sale, with costs of such removal 
to be shared by the two states 50–50, such 
sale to close immediately after the United 
States Congress ratifies the Bi-State Com-
pact; 

(c) appropriate funds (with each state bear-
ing one-half of the funding) for the Bi-State 
Port Authority land acquisition and costs re-
lated to its accomplishment of its respon-
sibilities; 

(d) direct the SCSPA to dismiss its con-
demnation action against the Georgia DOT 
and release the Georgia DOT from such 
claims simultaneous with the Bi-State Port 
Authority’s acquisition of the Jasper Ter-
minal Site; and 

(e) direct the Bi-State Authority to issue 
Requests for Proposal for private companies 
to submit proposals to participate in the de-
velopment the first phase of the Jasper Ter-
minal Site using private capital. 
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THE SAVANNAH HARBOR PROJECT 

4. After the release, modification or re-
moval of the Easements from the Terminal 
Site, the Georgia DOT’s sale of its right, 
title and interest in and to the Jasper Ter-
minal Site to the Bi-State Port Authority, 
and the required approval and ratification of 
the Bi-State Compact by the state legisla-
tures and the Congress, then Governor 
Perdue and Governor Sanford agree to co-
operate and to use their best efforts to cause 
the respective Georgia and South Carolina 
agencies and public interest parties to co-
operate each with the other and with other 
interested parties, including but not three 
limited to the Corps, the U.S. Fish and Wild-
life Service, the National Marine Fisheries 
Service, and the U.S. Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, in the deepening of the Savan-
nah River navigation channel as condi-
tionally authorized in the federal 1999 Water 
Resources Development Act and set forth as 
the Savannah Harbor Project further de-
scribed at www.sav-harbor.com. and in the 
permitting of the development of the Jasper 
Terminal Site, with the understanding that 
any local sponsor or other nonfederal costs 
associated with the Federal Feasibility 
Study and the deepening of the Savannah 
River navigation channel to at least 48 feet 
from the Atlantic Ocean to and including the 
Jasper Terminal Site will be divided equally 
between the states of Georgia and South 
Carolina, or their respective agencies or de-
partments, and provided that neither the 
State of South Carolina nor any of its agen-
cies and departments shall bear any local 
sponsor or other nonfederal costs of deep-
ening the Savannah River navigation chan-
nel beyond the westernmost terminus of the 
Jasper Terminal Site. 

THE SAVANNAH RIVER COMMITTEES 

5. By executive orders issued in June 2005, 
Governor Sanford and Governor Perdue cre-
ated committees to identify and discuss 
issues of mutual interest related to the 
water resources of the Savannah River 
Basin, and pursuant to those orders the Gov-
ernor’s Water Law Review Committee, ap-
pointed by Governor Sanford, and the Gov-
ernor’s Savannah River Committee, ap-
pointed by Governor Perdue (collectively, 
the Savannah River Committees), have cor-
responded and met to discuss those issues, 
including, without limitation, the following: 

(a) The potential that fresh groundwater 
supplies in the Upper Floridan Aquifer are 
being contaminated by salt water intrusion 
from the Port Royal Sound and other areas; 

(b) the impact of the Total Maximum 
Daily Load (TMDL) regulation for the Lower 
Savannah River recently issued by the EPA; 

(c) the use of the Savannah River below 
the Thurmond Dam as a receptacle for treat-
ed wastewater from municipalities and in-
dustries; and 

(d) the need for a long-term strategy be-
tween the two states to manage the use of 
the Savannah River. 

Governor Sanford and Governor Perdue de-
clare that nothing in this Term Sheet shall 
undermine the importance of the issues 
being considered by the Savannah River 
Committees and reaffirm that these commit-
tees have been and continue to be charged 
with the responsibility of investigating those 
issues, with due consideration as to how such 
may impact the other objectives discussed in 
this Term Sheet, and with the task of report-
ing their findings and recommendations to 
the two governors in a timely manner. 

MISCELLANEOUS 

6. Governor Sanford and Governor Perdue 
shall appoint a six-member task force (the 
Task Force) chaired jointly by a member 
from each state with each Governor having 

an equal number of appointments and direct 
it to present to them, within 180 days (the 
180-Day Task Force Due Diligence Period) of 
the date hereof, a proposed Bi-State Compact 
that incorporates the material provisions of 
paragraph 3 above and that, once it has been 
passed by the two state legislatures and then 
ratified by the Congress, would create bind-
ing legal obligations in furtherance of the 
objectives referenced herein. Governor 
Perdue and Governor Sanford further agree 
to direct the Task Force to establish a delib-
erative compact development process in 
which the draft compact is made available to 
state officers, stakeholders and the public 
for comment and revision prior to introduc-
tion in the respective legislatures during the 
2008 sessions. 

7. Nothing in this Term Sheet shall delay 
or in any way influence the legal options 
available to either state relative to the pros-
ecution or defense of litigation related to 
any condemnation of the Jasper Terminal 
Site nor shall this Term Sheet be admissible 
in such litigation; provided, however, that 
Governor Sanford and Governor Perdue will 
ask the SCSPA and the Georgia DOT to: a) 
take such actions as may be reasonably nec-
essary to have a final adjudication in the 
pending condemnation action deferred by the 
South Carolina state circuit court judge 
until after the expiration of 180–Day Task 
Force Due Diligence Period, with the under-
standing, however, that the two litigants 
during such time would still be able to en-
gage in activities preparatory to such final 
adjudication; and b) enter into a six-month 
tolling agreement confirming that the right 
of either party to petition the United States 
Supreme Court to accept jurisdiction of the 
condemnation action shall not be negatively 
affected by this request for a delay of final 
adjudication. In this latter regard, it is rec-
ognized that, notwithstanding this Term 
Sheet, the SCSPA expressly reserves any and 
all arguments and positions that it would be 
improper for the litigation it has with the 
Georgia DOT to be removed to the original 
jurisdiction of the United States Supreme 
Court and the Georgia DOT expressly re-
serves any and all arguments and positions 
that such removal would be proper. 

8. Market studies conducted both by the 
SCSPA and the GPA indicate that a window 
of opportunity now exists for maritime ter-
minals in the Southeast to increase their 
volume of imports and exports, and Governor 
Sanford and Governor Perdue will use their 
best efforts as the Governors of their respec-
tive states to promote regional cooperation 
between the State of South Carolina and the 
State of Georgia to take advantage of this 
opportunity—not only in regard to the new 
maritime terminal planned for the Jasper 
Terminal Site, but also between the existing 
operations at the Port of Charleston and the 
Port of Savannah—so that the two states are 
able to take advantage of this opportunity, 
said cooperation to include, without limita-
tion, the development of a coordinated and 
improved network of rail access to and rail 
delivery and distribution from terminal op-
erations in Jasper County, the Port of Sa-
vannah and the Port of Charleston. 

9. This Term Sheet is a statement of the 
mutual understanding of the parties. Neither 
this Term Sheet nor any provision hereof 
constitutes, or shall constitute, a legal and 
binding obligation, contract or agreement 
between either of the parties. Even though 
this Term Sheet is not binding in any way, 
the parties agree that: a) if, within 180 days 
of the creation of the Task Force referred to 
in paragraph 6 above, a proposed Bi-State 
Compact is not presented to Governor San-
ford and Governor Perdue by such Task 
Force, then this Term Sheet shall terminate 
automatically; and b) if by March 31, 2008, 

the legislatures of the two states have not 
formally approved the Bi-State Compact, 
then this Term Sheet and the Bi-State Com-
pact, if any, shall terminate automatically. 

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE JOHNNY ISAK-
SON, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF GEORGIA 
Senator ISAKSON. Thank you, Mr. Chair-

man. I have enjoyed working with you on 
many projects in the past, and look forward 
to working with you on this Committee. I 
pledge to Chairman Boxer that I absolutely 
will do everything I can to help expedite and 
facilitate the WRDA bill and I associate my-
self with her remarks. 

I would like to welcome Senator Mack 
Mattingly from Georgia, who is in the audi-
ence today, and Doug Marchand, who will 
testify later, who since 1994 has overseen the 
expansion of the Port of Savannah and the 
Port of Brunswick. I express my appreciation 
to the Corps of Engineers for the investment 
and the work they have done at both those 
facilities. 

I particularly welcome General Strock, 
and tell you how much I appreciate all you 
have done and how much you will be missed. 
You have done an outstanding job. 

Mr. Chairman, on Monday of this week at 
2:00 p.m., the Governors of South Carolina 
and Georgia met on the banks of the Savan-
nah River and held an historic press con-
ference which announced a bi-State compact 
to propose the building of a new port in Jas-
per County, South Carolina to be jointly op-
erated by the State of Georgia and the State 
of South Carolina. 

Historically, the two States have been at 
odds over Jasper County on many issues, and 
they joined hands today and even offered to 
pay the financial cost of the feasibility stud-
ies necessary to move forward on that event. 
I would like to submit that entire agreement 
between Georgia and South Carolina for the 
record. 

Senator BAUCUS. Without objection. 
Senator ISAKSON. Speaking of cooperation, 

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to tell you that 
the Governors of Alabama and Georgia, you 
would think we were having a new civil war 
with all my testimony here, but the Gov-
ernors of Alabama and Georgia have also 
worked together in the last eight months to 
bring about a tri-State water compact in the 
Chattahoochee Basin. We have been in court 
for the better part of 17 years without a tri- 
State water agreement. It has hurt the 
States of Florida, Georgia and Alabama. The 
Corps was to begin early this year, has not 
yet, but I am going to encourage them to 
hurry up and facilitate the completion of the 
water control plan, which is the essential 
framework to formalize the tri-State water 
compact and make that in fact happen. 

I also am looking forward to the testimony 
of the members of the Corps with regard to 
the fiscal year 2008 budget request, as to its 
sufficiency. In my personal judgment, it is 
probably insufficient to meet the challenges 
that we need. I hope they will make sugges-
tions as to what we can do in the Senate and 
the Congress to improve that. 

I again want to end where I began, with my 
sincere appreciation to the Corps of Engi-
neers for the investment of capital and time 
in the State of Georgia and our resources. 
Our ports of Brunswick and Savannah are 
two of the great facilities on the East Coast 
of the United States. The proposal to build a 
third port jointly by Georgia and South 
Carolina is because those two ports have fi-
nite capabilities: Brunswick, Savannah and 
the Port of Charleston. The States have real-
ized the importance of meeting the needs of 
the people of the United States of America 
and our commerce in the 21st century, and 
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believe that facility to be an essential part 
of it. 

I thank the Ports Authority representa-
tives for attending today. I thank the Corps 
for their investment in Georgia. I look for-
ward to hearing from the Corps with regard 
to the water control plan on the Chattahoo-
chee River. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. ISAKSON. In conclusion, this 
water resources bill represents a long 
overdue step forward in the investment 
to protect our water resources, en-
hance our environmental restoration, 
and spur economic development. It is 
an investment in the future of our 
drinking water, an investment in the 
future of our navigable waterways, and 
an investment in the future of our 
commerce. For Congress to fail today 
or the Senate to fail today to act on 
this bill responsibly and move forward 
will be doing a disservice to commerce, 
to our citizens, and we will, in fact, be 
abandoning our responsibility to meet 
the needs of the people of the United 
States. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa is recognized for 20 
minutes. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, it is a pleasure to see 

this bill out here again as it was last 
year, passing the Senate, I think 
unanimously. I had thoughts that 
maybe we would never see this bill 
again in this new Congress, such a 
needed bill as it is. We have not passed 
a water resource development bill since 
2000. Usually Congress, before that pe-
riod of time, had been reauthorizing 
every 2 years or authorizing for the 
first time on a regular basis. 

This bill is important to the entire 
country, but we each represent our re-
spective States. So I see the necessity 
of this bill from how it enhances the 
economy of the upper Midwest, Iowa 
being in the upper Midwest, benefiting 
very much from it, not only because of 
where we are geographically located, 
but we are such a breadbasket for the 
world as well. For Iowa, the Enhanced 
Navigation Capacity Improvement and 
Ecosystem Restoration plan for the 
upper Mississippi and the Illinois water 
systems being included in this Water 
Resources Development Act is vital to 
the economy and to the ecology of the 
upper Midwest and particularly to the 
Mississippi River, with its triple pur-
pose of environment, recreation, and 
commerce. 

Of course, Iowa has the Mississippi 
River as our eastern boundary. Iowa 
and the Nation rely on the river to 
move many of our goods, both domesti-
cally and internationally, moving 
goods into our State that are needed 
for production as well as moving fin-
ished product and raw product out of 
Iowa, not only agricultural products, 
which maybe you think about most 
often, but other products beyond agri-
culture. 

For the United States as a whole, our 
inland waterway system plays a major 
role in our Nation’s economy. More 

than a billion tons of commerce is 
moved domestically through our inland 
waterways with a value of $300 billion. 
Of the $300 billion, the upper Mis-
sissippi and the Illinois River system 
contribute significantly. The value of 
that part of our inland waterway sys-
tem is $12 billion per year. Approxi-
mately 60 percent of that $12 billion a 
year is involved with bulk agricultural 
exports moving from the farms to the 
river, down the river, both upper Mis-
sissippi and Illinois River, out into 
international commerce. Navigation on 
these rivers supports over 400,000 jobs, 
including 90,000 high-paying manufac-
turing jobs. 

The United States enjoys a compara-
tive advantage in corn production 
worldwide. My State of Iowa is the 
leading corn-producing State of the Na-
tion. But the United States as a whole 
has a comparative advantage to the 
rest of the world. The per-ton cost for 
transporting corn in the United States 
is lower than in lots of other countries. 
That gives us a tremendous advantage 
beyond our productive capability. Our 
Nation must not allow its transpor-
tation infrastructure to continue to de-
teriorate. I believe one of the most im-
portant reasons for this legislation, at 
least as it relates to the Mississippi 
and Illinois, is there has been deterio-
ration of the system on the one hand 
and, on the other hand, it has not been 
expanded in the most efficient way 
handle the enhanced commerce, the en-
hanced tonnage that goes up and down 
the river today compared to decades 
ago when this system was first set up. 
Because of that, we have to be con-
cerned not only with this deterioration 
and maintenance but with the expan-
sion of it because our international 
competitors are making major invest-
ments in their transportation systems. 

I had the good fortune, a year ago 
about now, to travel to Brazil with a 
codel I headed, to look at the transpor-
tation of agricultural products from 
the inland of Brazil to the ocean into 
world commerce. As far as some of 
their infrastructure is concerned, it is 
very inferior to ours because when 
traveling in rural Brazil, last year, we 
ran over more potholes—and I suppose 
in that area, like in rural Iowa, you 
would call them mud holes—than you 
can count. 

But Brazil has made significant in-
vestments in river infrastructure as 
compared to their surface transpor-
tation. They are realizing they have to 
get the stuff to the river if they are 
going to get it into world commerce, so 
they are spending a lot in resources 
now on surface transportation to move 
it from the farm to the ocean. When 
that happens, I am telling you, we are 
really going to be at an economic dis-
advantage with Brazil because of what 
they are doing on the Amazon, because 
Brazil already has made significant in-
vestments in its river infrastructure. 

In the Chamber, I have a map of 
Brazil, and it happens that where the 
two arrows are depicted on the map is 

where we stopped—at those locations 
on the Amazon River. At the eastern 
location, you can see there is a city 
called Santarem. It is 400 miles in from 
the Atlantic Ocean, which is about the 
same distance from New Orleans to 
Memphis. They have a brandnew facil-
ity there for loading oceangoing 
ships—not using barges, the way we do, 
and then taking them out to the ocean 
and loading from the barges onto 
oceangoing ships. They have ocean-
going ships going all the way up the 
Amazon River to that point—400 miles. 
They get the efficiency of loading right 
onto the oceangoing ships, to give 
them an advantage. It is a very modern 
loading facility. 

Now, there are also new facilities for 
barges farther up the river—another 
200 miles up the river—where they can 
load onto barges and move their pro-
duction into the world commerce. 
Barges traveling that far into the 
mainland are going to help Brazil be-
come very competitive with our own 
farmers. 

Then again, let me repeat, once they 
figure out how to get their railroad— 
they do not have much of a railroad 
system for commerce to move bulk— 
when they get railroads in place, when 
they get their highways in place, they 
are going to be a real challenge to us. 

Let me say, I ought to give them 
more credit than I have. From the 
standpoint of what they can produce, 
at least with soybeans, they are 
outproducing the United States, as of a 
couple years ago, when, for the first 
time, we were no longer the world’s 
leading producer of soybeans. So they 
have that capacity to produce. Where 
we are more competitive at this point 
is getting our stuff to market. But you 
can see they are concentrating on that. 
That is why we need to concentrate on 
this legislation to get our dam-and- 
lock situation on the upper Mississippi 
and the Illinois River in a position so 
we can do that. 

Now, South America has more virgin 
land that has not been under produc-
tion, and they are converting 17 mil-
lion acres of virgin land into agricul-
tural production. The long-term results 
of these efforts on producers in the 
United States, if we do not keep our 
transportation system on the Mis-
sissippi River and Illinois River up to 
date and expanded, would be to reduce 
farm income by $562 million a year, in-
crease the foreign trade imbalance by 
$245 million, and to have a loss of sen-
sitive global environmental habitat. 

Therefore, we must invest in major 
improvements to all of our transpor-
tation infrastructure. Currently, every 
mode of transportation is near or at 
maximum capacity. If we do not make 
these investments in our roads, in our 
rail, in our water, U.S. agriculture, 
U.S. industry, and the working men 
and women are going to pay the price. 

According to the Congressional Re-
search Service, in 2005, U.S. exports of 
goods and services totaled $1.2 trillion, 
compared to $1.1 trillion in 2004 and 
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just a little over $1 trillion in 2003. 
Also, our Nation relies on many im-
ported goods that come to the United 
States. Many of these goods travel by 
our inland waterways. It is also fore-
cast that both our exports and imports 
will continue to grow in the coming 
years. We must be able, then, to effi-
ciently and economically move these 
goods. 

Nearly two-thirds of all grain and 
soybean exports are moved through the 
Mississippi and Illinois Rivers. Accord-
ing to one study, unless the Army 
Corps of Engineers modernizes the 
lock-and-dam system on the upper Mis-
sissippi and Illinois Rivers, the cost of 
transporting corn would rise 17 cents 
per bushel. As a result, corn and soy-
bean exports would decline by 68 mil-
lion and 10 million bushels per year re-
spectively. The decline in corn and soy-
bean exports would reduce farm income 
by $246 million. Loss from lower prices 
and decreased interstate corn demand 
would equal $316 million. So these fig-
ures highlight how important barge 
transportation is to farmers and to the 
overall U.S. economy. 

In addition, there are many environ-
mental benefits to river transpor-
tation. According to the EPA, 
towboats emit 35 to 60 percent fewer 
pollutants than locomotives or trucks. 
Barges operate at 10 percent of the cost 
of trucks and 40 percent the cost of 
trains, while releasing 20 times less ni-
trous oxide, 9 times less carbon mon-
oxide, 7 times less hydrocarbons, and 
burning 10 times less fuel. And you can 
see this comparison right here, shown 
on this chart—with barges on the left, 
hopper cars or trains in the middle, and 
then trucks and semis on the right— 
you can see the massive number of 
semis it takes to do what one 15-barge 
tow would do. This chart shows 15 rail-
cars or 58 semitrucks being needed to 
replace each barge loaded, diverted off 
the upper Mississippi river system. A 
15-barge tow equates to 870 semitrucks. 
EPA also estimates that the Nation 
currently saves $100 million to $300 mil-
lion in air pollution abatements by 
moving bulk commodities by barge on 
the upper Mississippi river system. 

In these times of high fuel prices, and 
with the need to conserve energy, 1 gal-
lon of fuel in a towboat can carry 1 ton 
of freight 21⁄2 times farther than rail 
and 9 times farther than trucks. 

The Minnesota Department of Trans-
portation estimates shifting from 
barge to rail results in fuel usage, 
emissions, and probable accident in-
creases of 331 percent, 470 percent, and 
290 percent respectively—for fuel 
usage, emissions, and probable acci-
dents. Shifting traffic from barges to 
trucks increases fuel use by 826 per-
cent, emissions by 709 percent, and 
probable accidents by almost 6,000 per-
cent. Furthermore, shifting the 245 
million tons from our rivers would add 
an additional 9.4 million trucks each 
year. That would add more than 169 
million tires in our landfills. 

For these reasons, I have been work-
ing with several of my Senate col-

leagues for so many years now on get-
ting the initial authorization for lock- 
and-dam modernization and enhanced 
environmental restoration on these 
rivers signed into law. So I am very 
pleased this committee included these 
important initiatives in the Water Re-
sources Development Act and that a bi-
partisan group of Senators is advo-
cating for this very important mod-
ernization. 

The lock system on the upper Mis-
sissippi River was built in the late 
1930s. Many of the lock chambers are 
only 600 feet long and cannot accom-
modate 1,100-foot barge tows. These 
structures require modern tow configu-
ration to ‘‘double lock’’ in order to 
make the pass-through. This adds up to 
mounting delay times, increased costs 
to shippers, increased harm to our en-
vironment by higher emissions and 
higher sediment suspension in the river 
channels, loss of jobs, and lower wages. 

By the year 2020, if we do not make 
the much needed improvements in 
these locks, $562 million will be lost in 
farm income per year. This amount 
does not even take into account the 
huge cost of increased delays and con-
gestion on our rail system and our road 
system. Also, keep in mind that $1 in-
vested in this navigation project yields 
$6 in national benefit. That is a pretty 
good return on the investment of tax-
payers’ money. 

We realize the authorization for the 
lock-and-dam improvements is just a 
first step in a lengthy process of im-
proving the lock-and-dam system on 
the upper Mississippi, but it is an im-
portant and necessary project for our 
Nation. So I urge all of my colleagues 
to vote for this balanced legislation for 
the good of our country. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from California is recognized. 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I thank 

Senator GRASSLEY so much for his en-
dorsement of this important bill. 

It was interesting, I say to the Sen-
ator, that just as you came to the 
floor, I was handed the letter from the 
Corn Growers saying how much they 
support our legislation. And we add to 
that the letters from the American 
Public Works Association, the Associ-
ated General Contractors of America, 
the National Waterways Conference, 
the American Farm Bureau Federa-
tion. We have the Carpenters Union. 
We have many unions. 

This is one of those bills that have 
broad support. But I am just very glad 
the Senator came down to express his 
support. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a second? 

Mrs. BOXER. I am happy to yield. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, let 

me verify, not only from the National 
Corn Growers Association, as you read 
from their letter, but I can tell you, 
from the town meetings I had during 
the Easter break and also during the 

February break, from the grassroots of 
my State, farmers, including members 
of the Corn Growers Association, came 
to my meetings and on an individual 
basis backed up what their national or-
ganization stands for. So I think it is 
very much a national consensus of an 
organization, but it is also an under-
standing with the family farmers as to 
the importance of this legislation. 

I thank the Senator for inserting 
those letters in the RECORD. 

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the Senator 
very much. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that those letters be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

NATIONAL CORN 
GROWERS ASSOCIATION, 

May 8, 2007. 
Hon. HARRY REID, 
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 
Hon. MITCH MCCONNELL, 
Minority Leader, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATORS REID AND MCCONNELL: The 
National Corn Growers Association (NCGA) 
appreciates your time, effort and steadfast 
commitment to bring the Water Resources 
Development Act (WRDA) to the Senate 
floor for consideration. Additionally, we ap-
plaud the Senate Environment and Public 
Works Committee and associated staff for 
their determination to see this long over-due 
legislation completed. 

Corn growers have been long-time advo-
cates for improvements to our inland water-
way system. We have sought partners with 
industry, labor organizations, and environ-
mental advocates building a broad coalition 
of support for WRDA. Our country’s inland 
navigation system plays a critical role in our 
nation’s economy, moving more than a bil-
lion tons of domestic commerce valued at 
more than $300 billion. More than 1 billion 
bushels of grain (about 60 percent of all grain 
exports) move to export markets via the in-
land waterways each year, accounting for 
$8.5 billion in exports. 

Furthermore, inland waterways relieve 
congestion on our already over-crowded 
highways and railways that run through cit-
ies. One jumbo barge has the same capacity 
as 58 trucks or 15 rail cars. For a typical 15- 
barge tow on our nation’s rivers, that is 
equal to 870 trucks in just one barge move-
ment. One gallon of fuel in a towboat can 
carry one ton of freight 2.5 times farther 
than rail and nine times farther than truck. 

The Mississippi River and its tributaries 
serve as one of our nation’s major transpor-
tation corridors. Yet, the infrastructure on 
the Mississippi and Illinois Rivers was built 
in the 1930’s when the total corn crop for the 
country was two billion bushels. In 2006, corn 
production eclipsed 10 billion bushels for the 
fourth consecutive year. 

For continued success, U.S. farmers need 
efficient transportation networks. Invest-
ment in the Upper Mississippi and Illinois 
Rivers has not kept pace with demands. The 
antiquated system is slowly being starved re-
sulting in operational failures that hinder 
barge movement and dramatically impact 
corn prices. Problems along the Mississippi 
and Illinois Rivers will continue to persist 
year after year if long-term investments are 
not made to improve our transportation in-
frastructure. 
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Specifically, WRDA would authorize a fif-

teen year project that includes the construc-
tion of seven new locks on the Upper Mis-
sissippi and Illinois Rivers as well as imme-
diate implementation of small-scale meas-
ures. This legislation would authorize a fif-
teen year project that includes the construc-
tion of seven new locks on the Upper Mis-
sissippi and Illinois Rivers as well as imme-
diate implementation of small-scale meas-
ures and the creation of a major ecosystem 
restoration program. As with our highways 
and interchanges, the purpose of moderniza-
tion on the Upper Mississippi and Illinois 
Rivers is to make the entire system more ef-
ficient. 

The continued development of our water 
resources in an environmentally sound man-
ner will contribute mightily to our nation’s 
well-being. The Congress needs to act now to 
address issues such as environmental res-
toration, navigation, flood control, hurri-
cane protection, water supply, irrigation, 
beach nourishment and recreation. 

Corn growers appreciate your support and 
stand ready to work with you in passing this 
important piece of legislation to the nation. 

Sincerely, 
KEN MCCAULEY, 

President. 

AMERICAN PUBLIC 
WORKS ASSOCIATION, 

May 10, 2007. 
Hon. BARBARA BOXER, 
Chairwoman, Environment and Public Works 

Committee, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MADAM CHAIRWOMAN: The American 

Public Works Association applauds your 
leadership in moving the Senate Water Re-
sources Development Act of 2007 through 
committee and readying it for floor action! 
This bill will authorize vital inland and 
coastal public works projects needed for 
transportation, flood control, shore protec-
tion and environmental restoration. Passage 
of WRDA is long overdue and the time for ac-
tion is now. 

Our water resource systems are integral to 
our nation’s well-being. With adequate 
dredging, our ports and waterways are the 
backbone of our transportation system—en-
suring domestic and international trade op-
portunities and low-cost, environmentally 
sensitive goods movements. Our flood dam-
age reduction program saves lives and pre-
vents almost $8 in damages for each dollar 
spent. Corps hydropower facilities provide 
electricity to 24% of citizens. Shore protec-
tion projects provide safety from hurricanes 
and other storm events for transportation, 
petroleum and agriculture infrastructure 
around our coastal waterways and deltas. 
They also provide recreational benefits, re-
turning $4 in benefits for each dollar in-
vested. Projects for water supply, irrigation, 
recreation and wildlife habitat provide innu-
merable benefits. 

APWA’s members are uniquely positioned 
to collaborate with municipal and county 
agencies, engineers and local community 
leaders on these issues. APWA’s 29,000 mem-
bers design, build, operate and maintain 
transportation, water supply, sewage and 
refuse disposal systems, public buildings and 
other structures and facilities essential to 
our nation’s economy and way of life. Public 
works professionals serve a diverse range of 
local communities, municipalities, counties, 
townships, villages and districts, whether 
large or small, urban or rural. As stewards of 
public infrastructure, APWA members are 
dedicated to managing and operating public 
works departments that provide safe and re-
liable service to their communities. 

We thank you for your efforts to ensure 
that our water resources infrastructure, 
from our coastlines to our inland rivers and 

Great Lakes, will continue to be viable. We 
look forward to celebrating with you the en-
actment of a sound Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 2007 that furthers the goals of 
providing the nation with an economically 
and environmentally sustainable future. 

Sincerely, 
PETER B. KING, 
Executive Director. 

THE ASSOCIATED GENERAL 
CONTRACTORS OF AMERICA, 

Arlington, VA, May 9, 2007. 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR: On behalf of The Associ-
ated General Contractors of America (AGC), 
I urge you to vote in favor of S. 1248, the 
Water Resources Development Act of 2007 
(WRDA). 

The enactment of a strong WRDA is of 
critical importance to the nation’s environ-
mental and economic well being. For every 
$1 billion expended on water resources devel-
opment activities, approximately 40,000 di-
rect and indirect jobs are created. In addi-
tion, an estimated $706 billion in damages 
have been prevented through flood damage 
reduction projects—most within the past 25 
years—representing a six-to-one return on 
investment. 

Over the past five years, the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers has voluntarily imple-
mented new policies designed to improve 
analysis, accountability, regulatory compli-
ance and environmental protection for the 
nation’s Civil Works program. 

The Water Resources Development Act of 
2007 will finally set the Nation back on the 
track of reaping substantial returns on in-
vestment. Congress must commit to infra-
structure investment now to leave behind a 
legacy of economic security and opportunity 
for future generations. WRDA is a key vote 
for AGC members and we urge you to vote 
YES for final passage of S. 1248. 

Sincerely, 
JEFFREY D. SHOAF, 

Senior Executive Director, 
Government and Public Affairs. 

NATIONAL WATERWAYS 
CONFERENCE, INC., 

Arlington, VA, May 10, 2007. 
Hon. BARBARA BOXER, 
Chairwoman, Senate Environment and Public 

Works Committee, U.S. Senate, Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR MADAM CHAIRWOMAN: It is vitally im-
portant that America’s water resources in-
frastructure be reliable and productive. 
Therefore we applaud your efforts to end the 
stalemate over water resources project au-
thorization by bringing H.R. 1495, the Water 
Resources Development Act of 2007 (WRDA) 
to the Senate floor. We firmly believe that it 
is time to end the impasse over passage of 
WRDA. 

A Water Resources Development Act is vi-
tally needed to accommodate the many im-
portant projects awaiting authorization, in-
cluding the modernization of the locks on 
the Upper Mississippi and Illinois Rivers. 
Projects with a Chief of Engineers’ report 
have undergone years of study and analysis 
to determine if they are in the best interest 
of the Federal government. In addition, 
stakeholders have already indicated their 
willingness to cost-share the price-tags. 
Water resources projects are the very foun-
dation upon which citizens can be productive 
in their daily lives. As outlined in the letter 
sent by the National Waterways Alliance on 
May 3, it is equally important that policy 
provisions enhance the process by which the 
Corps of Engineers formulates project solu-
tions. Finally addressing the ‘‘Corps reform’’ 
issue in a balanced way can lead to stability 

for the Corps of Engineers and reassure the 
nation that the Corps is a world-class engi-
neering organization for the future. 

Our water resources system contributes 
mightily to America’s well-being. With ade-
quate dredging, our ports and waterways are 
the backbone of our transportation system— 
ensuring domestic and international trade 
opportunities and a safe, cheap and eco- 
friendly transportation alternative for prod-
ucts such as steel, coal, fertilizer, energy 
products and byproducts, salt, sand and grav-
el, cement, petroleum, chemicals, etc. In ad-
dition, the U.S. maritime transportation sys-
tem moves more than 60 percent of the Na-
tion’s grain exports. Our flood damage reduc-
tion program saves lives and prevents, on av-
erage, almost $8 in damages for each dollar 
spent. Corps hydropower facilities supply 
24% of the hydropower generated in the 
United States. Projects for water supply, ir-
rigation, recreation, beach nourishment and 
wildlife habitat provide innumerable bene-
fits. These water-related assets have the po-
tential to help grow our economy, help ease 
our Nation’s growing congestion problem 
and provide a finer quality of life. 

As you know, the National Waterways Con-
ference is the Nation’s ‘‘umbrella’’ water re-
sources policy organization. Its members in-
clude those who ship goods domestically and 
around the world, the carriers of those 
goods, waterway service firms such as engi-
neering companies, fleeting services and 
dredging concerns, public entities such as 
coastal and inland ports, levee districts, 
water supply districts and state govern-
mental units, and associations, both regional 
and national in scope—representing a wide 
variety of interests. The members of the Na-
tional Waterways Conference, Inc., look for-
ward to working with you to ensure that our 
water resources infrastructure remains a 
monument to the greatness of the United 
States. 

Sincerely, 
WORTH HAGER, 

President. 

AMERICAN FARM BUREAU 
FEDERATION, 

Washington, DC, May 4, 2007. 
Hon. BARBARA BOXER, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR BOXER: The American Farm 
Bureau Federation urges you to support S. 
1248, the Water Resources Development Act 
of 2007 (WRDA), when it is considered on the 
floor. The bill authorizes important, long 
overdue flood control, dam safety, storm 
damage reduction and environmental res-
toration projects across the country. It in-
cludes critical provisions to update and mod-
ernize the locks and dams on the Upper Mis-
sissippi and Illinois rivers. 

Modernizing the locks and dams on the 
Upper Mississippi and Illinois Rivers is es-
sential for U.S. commerce and the agricul-
tural sector. One medium-size tow on the 
river can carry the same weight as 870 
trucks. However, the structures now in use 
were built many decades ago and were not 
designed to accommodate today’s longer 
barge tows that are absolutely necessary in 
order to compete in a global market. While 
these outdated locks and dams make our 
transportation system less efficient, our 
competitors in countries such as Argentina 
and Brazil are aggressively modernizing 
their own infrastructure. 

Farm Bureau urges you to support S. 1248 
and oppose any amendment that would 
hinder progress on infrastructure improve-
ments. 

Sincerely, 
BOB STALLMAN, 

President. 
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Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to allocate time, 
and that would be for Senator MAR-
TINEZ to immediately follow my re-
marks and to have the floor for up to 10 
minutes; then Senator SALAZAR for 10 
minutes; Senator ALEXANDER for 10 
minutes; and at the end of their time, 
the time be reserved for Senator FEIN-
GOLD for 1 hour, followed by myself at 
the end of that hour. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I yield 
to my colleague from Florida. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida is recognized for 10 
minutes. 

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. President, I ex-
press my thanks to Chairman BOXER 
and Ranking Member INHOFE for bring-
ing this important bill to the floor, 
which sets a high priority for my 
State, and for giving it such strong 
support. I also note how important it is 
that we have a strong bipartisan effort. 
At a time when our country could 
rightly wonder if the Congress can get 
anything done or if, in fact, it is pos-
sible for bipartisan cooperation to 
exist, here is a good example of where 
Republicans and Democrats are work-
ing together for something that is very 
important for our country and signifi-
cantly important for the State of Flor-
ida. This bill is something Senator 
NELSON and I have worked on side by 
side trying to bring to fruition. It is 
long overdue. It is time. 

My State of Florida is home to beau-
tiful beaches, coastal estuaries, and 14 
deepwater ports. No piece of legislation 
moving through Congress will have as 
much lasting improvement on Florida’s 
fragile ecosystem as this bill. After a 
long delay, it is my hope my colleagues 
will support this bill and begin the 
Federal partnership for restoring the 
Everglades. 

For too long in our Nation’s past, the 
Federal Government’s water resources 
policies seemed to be in conflict with 
nature. In the not so distant past, the 
Army Corps of Engineers and even the 
elected congressional and State leader-
ship of Florida were determined to 
drain the Everglades. 

One of our most colorful former gov-
ernors, Napoleon Bonaparte Broward, 
famously proclaimed: ‘‘Water will run 
downhill!’’ At that time, draining and 
improving what was then thought to be 
‘‘useless swampland’’ was the epitome 
of true conservation because opening 
the wetlands and marshes of Florida to 
farming and development was consid-
ered a better use of land because it 
could feed people, it could employ peo-
ple, it was good for development, it was 
good for Florida. 

There is also a popular story of a 
man who moved to south Florida to 
make his fortune farming the rich soils 
around Lake Okeechobee. He was 
quoted as saying: 

I have bought land by the acre, I have 
bought land by the foot, but I have never be-
fore bought land by the bucket. 

There was still a large amount of 
what we called ‘‘Old Florida’’ back 
then with numerous hardwood hum-
mocks and cypress domes that were 
prone to flooding. 

The idea that places should be pro-
tected for their environmental value, 
their intrinsic beauty, as a water re-
source, and for public enjoyment was 
an alien concept. Fortunately for our 
Nation and more importantly for Flor-
ida, the idea of conservation and res-
toration has an entirely different and 
more sophisticated meaning today 
than in the past. 

In the year 2000, Congress authorized 
the landmark Comprehensive Ever-
glades Restoration Plan, otherwise 
known as CERP, to repair and restore 
the natural sheet flow of water across 
the park and into Florida Bay. CERP 
projects will capture and store a great 
deal of the nearly 1.7 billion gallons of 
fresh water a day which is currently re-
leased into the Atlantic Ocean and into 
the Gulf of Mexico. This water will be 
stored in aboveground and underground 
reservoirs. When needed, it will be di-
rected to wetlands, lakes, rivers, and 
estuaries in south Florida, providing 
abundant, clean, fresh water while also 
ensuring future urban and agricultural 
water supplies. 

Even though we get more rain than 
nearly anywhere else in the country, 
Florida is currently experiencing a se-
vere drought. Evidence of that drought 
is the wildfires we are experiencing 
today as we speak, out-of-control 
wildfires because of drought, but also 
because what normally would be wet-
lands and marshes have been drained 
over years of development—careless de-
velopment. So it is vital that we cap-
ture this fresh water so it can be used 
to meet our growing conservation and 
water use needs. 

Restoring the Everglades, this in-
credible undertaking, is the largest en-
vironmental restoration project in the 
world. I am proud to say the State of 
Florida has made historic and prolific 
financial commitments of over $3 bil-
lion to honor their commitment to the 
Everglades. The State of Florida has 
done its part. When I meet with our 
former Governor, when he was Gov-
ernor, or our current Governor, or 
members of our legislature, I am re-
minded by them: Where is the Federal 
partnership? We have done our part. 
The Federal Government, on the other 
hand, has contributed around $3 mil-
lion of their commitment. WRDA will 
help to address this inequity by au-
thorizing major CERP projects such as 
the Indian River Lagoon and the Pica-
yune Strand, which is such an impor-
tant restoration effort, so they can 
begin to take shape. 

The Indian River Lagoon South Res-
toration Project in WRDA is critical to 
the success of the CERP and returning 
the St. Lucie estuary to a healthy sta-
tus. Approximately 2,200 species have 
been identified in the lagoon system, 
with 35 of these species listed as 
threatened or endangered. According to 

the South Florida Water Management 
District, it has the greatest species di-
versity of any estuary in North Amer-
ica. 

Implementation of the South Res-
toration Project will feature more than 
12,000 acres of aboveground water res-
ervoirs, 9,000 acres of manmade wet-
lands, and 90,000 acres of natural stor-
age and water quality acres, including 
53,000 acres of restored wetlands. All of 
these areas provide additional water 
storage and management capabilities 
for approximately 44 billion gallons of 
runoff water storage. Also included is 
the removal of more than 7 million 
cubic yards of muck sediments from 
the St. Lucie River, with a cor-
responding restoration of 2,650 acres of 
habitat, 922 acres of sea grass, and 889 
acres of oyster habitat. All of these 
project features will cooperatively 
achieve a targeted reduction of 41 per-
cent of the phosphorus and 26 percent 
of the overall nitrogen loadings in the 
estuary from these basins in the long 
term, restoring the system to a more 
balanced and natural state. 

Another very important Everglades 
restoration project included in WRDA 
is the authorization of the Picayune 
Strand project. This area was origi-
nally planned as the largest subdivi-
sion in the United States. It was called 
Golden Gate Estates. In the early 1960s, 
the Gulf American Corporation dredged 
48 miles of canals, built 290 miles of 
roads, and sold thousands of lots before 
going bankrupt. At that time there 
were no Federal or State laws setting 
drainage standards or regulating the 
development of wetlands. WRDA will 
help the State of Florida in restoring 
this degraded area back to the cypress 
wetland it was before by removing the 
harmful drainage canals that have 
made this area prone to wildfires and 
invasive species such as Old World 
climbing fern, maleluca, and Brazilian 
pepper. In addition, the project will re-
store and enhance habitat for fish and 
wildlife resources, including threat-
ened or endangered species such as the 
Florida panther, the Florida black 
bear, red-cockaded woodpecker, and 
wood stork, as well as rare habitat 
such as tropical hummocks and plant 
species, including orchids and 
bromeliads. 

The habitat and water recharge bene-
fits will provide a boon for the Big Cy-
press National Preserve. Also, it will 
provide a boon to the 10,000 Islands Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge and the Florida 
Panther Wildlife Refuge. 

This bill also contains an important 
study approved by the EPW Committee 
to direct the Army Corps of Engineers 
to examine the structural integrity of 
the Hoover Dike. This is a critically 
important step in trying to ensure the 
structural integrity of this dike. The 
dike around Lake Okeechobee was con-
structed in response to the 1928 hurri-
cane which struck and caused Lake 
Okeechobee to overflow, killing over 
2,500 people in the Belle Glade area. A 
study was performed in 2006 by the 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 21:45 Mar 13, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00027 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2007SENATE\S10MY7.REC S10MY7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES5908 May 10, 2007 
Florida Water Management District, 
and this study found the dike’s protec-
tive capability had been severely erod-
ed in several areas. This study will di-
rect the Corps to examine the findings 
and make recommendations for the 
State of Florida. 

The WRDA bill also means greater 
jobs and improved transportation for 
coastal communities and ports in Flor-
ida. It authorizes additional passing 
lanes, increased safety at Florida’s 
largest port, the Port of Tampa, which 
is where half of the State’s seaborne 
tonnage moves through. In addition, 
WRDA provides navigation improve-
ments for the Miami Harbor, which is 
widely regarded as one of the world’s 
major cruise and shipping destinations. 
It will also help with beach renourish-
ment, which will also help restore some 
of the critically eroded beach areas 
from the devastating storms of 2004 and 
2005. 

In conclusion, I thank Chairman 
BOXER, Senator INHOFE, Senator BOND, 
and Senator ISAKSON for including 
these vital restoration and economic 
development projects in WRDA. This 
legislation is long overdue. I urge my 
colleagues to support it. I hope for the 
swift conclusion of this legislation so 
the people of Florida can begin to see 
the benefits that are going to come to 
our State as a result of this farsighted 
legislation that will have impacts on 
our State long after most of us have 
parted from these halls of Congress. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Colorado is recognized. 
IRAQ STUDY GROUP RECOMMENDATIONS 

IMPLEMENTATION ACT OF 2007 
Mr. SALAZAR. I come to the floor 

today with my distinguished colleague 
and friend, the Senator from Ten-
nessee, to talk about a new way for-
ward in Iraq. I ask unanimous consent 
that legislation which we have put to-
gether working with the Iraq Study 
Group entitled, The Iraq Study Group 
Recommendations Implementation Act 
of 2007, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. ll 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Iraq Study 
Group Recommendations Implementation 
Act of 2007’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress makes the following findings: 
(1) On March 15, 2006, the Iraq Study Group 

was created at the request of a bipartisan 
group of members of Congress. 

(2) The United States Institute of Peace 
was designated as the facilitating organiza-
tion for the Iraq Study Group with the sup-
port of the Center for the Study of the Presi-
dency, the Center for Strategic and Inter-
national Studies, and the James A. Baker III 
Institute for Public Policy at Rice Univer-
sity. 

(3) The Iraq Study Group was composed of 
a bipartisan group of senior individuals who 
have had distinguished careers in public 

service. The Group was co-chaired by former 
Secretary of State James A. Baker, III and 
former chairman of the House Foreign Af-
fairs Committee Lee H. Hamilton, and the 
other members were former Secretary of 
State Lawrence S. Eagleburger; Vernon E. 
Jordan, Jr, the Senior Managing Director of 
Lazard, Freres and Company; former Attor-
ney General Edwin Meese III; former Su-
preme Court Associate Justice Sandra Day 
O’Connor; former White House Chief of Staff 
Leon E. Panetta; former Secretary of De-
fense William J. Perry; United States Sen-
ator Charles S. Robb; and United States Sen-
ator Alan K. Simpson. 

(4) On June 15, 2006, President George W. 
Bush signed into law the Emergency Supple-
mental Appropriations Act for Defense, the 
Global War on Terror, and Hurricane Recov-
ery, 2006 (Public Law 109–234), which provided 
$1,000,000 to the United States Institute of 
Peace for activities in support of the Iraq 
Study Group. 

(5) The Iraq Study Group consulted nearly 
200 leading officials and experts, including 
the senior members of the Government of 
Iraq, the United States Government, and key 
coalition partners and received advice from 
more than 50 distinguished scholars and ex-
perts from a variety of fields who conducted 
working groups in the areas of economy and 
reconstruction, military and security, polit-
ical development, and the strategic environ-
ment in Iraq and the Middle East. 

(6) While the Iraq Study Group rec-
ommended shifting the primary mission of 
United States military forces in Iraq from 
combat to training, and while the Iraq Study 
Group described actions and conditions that 
could allow for a redeployment of troops not 
necessary for force protection out of Iraq by 
the first quarter of 2008, the Iraq Study 
Group did not set a fixed timetable for with-
drawal and said it could support a short- 
term redeployment of United States combat 
forces, complemented by comprehensive po-
litical, economic, and diplomatic efforts, to 
stabilize Baghdad or to speed up the mission 
of training and equipping Iraqis if the United 
States commander in Iraq determines that 
such steps would be effective. 

(7) The report of the Iraq Study Group in-
cludes a letter from the co-chairs of the Iraq 
Study Group, James A. Baker, III and Lee H. 
Hamilton, which states, ‘‘Our political lead-
ers must build a bipartisan approach to bring 
a responsible conclusion to what is now a 
lengthy and costly war. Our country deserves 
a debate that prizes substance over rhetoric, 
and a policy that is adequately funded and 
sustainable. The President and Congress 
must work together. Our leaders must be 
candid and forthright with the American 
people in order to win their support.’’ 

(8) The Republicans and Democrats who 
comprised the Iraq Study Group reached 
compromise and consensus and unanimously 
concluded that their recommendations offer 
a new way forward for the United States in 
Iraq and the region, and are comprehensive 
and need to be implemented in a coordinated 
fashion. 
SEC. 3. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON IMPLEMENTA-

TION OF IRAQ STUDY GROUP REC-
OMMENDATIONS. 

It is the sense of Congress that the Presi-
dent and Congress should agree that the way 
forward in Iraq is to implement the com-
prehensive set of recommendations of the 
Iraq Study Group, particularly those specifi-
cally described in this Act, and the President 
should formulate a comprehensive plan to do 
so. 
SEC. 4. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON DIPLOMATIC EF-

FORTS IN IRAQ. 
It is the sense of Congress that, consistent 

with the recommendations of the Iraq Study 

Group, the United States Government 
should— 

(1) establish a ‘‘New Diplomatic Offensive’’ 
to deal with the problems of Iraq and of the 
region; 

(2) support the unity and territorial integ-
rity of Iraq; 

(3) encourage other countries in the region 
to stop the destabilizing interventions and 
actions of Iraq’s neighbors; 

(4) secure the borders of Iraq, including 
through the use of joint patrols with neigh-
boring countries; 

(5) prevent the expansion of the instability 
and conflict beyond the borders of Iraq; 

(6) promote economic assistance, com-
merce, trade, political support, and, if pos-
sible, military assistance for the Govern-
ment of Iraq from non-neighboring Muslim 
nations; 

(7) energize the governments of other coun-
tries to support national political reconcili-
ation in Iraq; 

(8) encourage the governments of other 
countries to validate the legitimate sov-
ereignty of Iraq by resuming diplomatic re-
lations, where appropriate, and reestab-
lishing embassies in Baghdad; 

(9) assist the Government of Iraq in estab-
lishing active working embassies in key cap-
itals in the region; 

(10) help the Government of Iraq reach a 
mutually acceptable agreement on the fu-
ture of Kirkuk; 

(11) assist the Government of Iraq in 
achieving certain security, political, and 
economic milestones, including better per-
formance on issues such as national rec-
onciliation, equitable distribution of oil rev-
enues, and the dismantling of militias; 

(12) encourage the holding of a meeting or 
conference in Baghdad, supported by the 
United States and the Government of Iraq, of 
the Organization of the Islamic Conference 
or the Arab League, both to assist the Gov-
ernment of Iraq in promoting national rec-
onciliation in Iraq and to reestablish their 
diplomatic presence in Iraq; 

(13) seek the creation of the Iraq Inter-
national Support Group to assist Iraq in 
ways the Government of Iraq would desire, 
attempting to strengthen Iraq’s sovereignty; 

(14) engage directly with the Governments 
of Iran and Syria in order to obtain their 
commitment to constructive policies toward 
Iraq and other regional issues; 

(15) provide additional political, economic, 
and military support for Afghanistan includ-
ing resources that might become available as 
United States combat forces are redeployed 
from Iraq; 

(16) remain in contact with the Iraqi lead-
ership, conveying the clear message that 
there must be action by the Government of 
Iraq to make substantial progress toward the 
achievement of the milestones described in 
section 11, and conveying in as much detail 
as possible the substance of these exchanges 
in order to keep the American people, the 
Iraqi people, and the people of countries in 
the region well informed of progress in these 
areas; 

(17) make clear the willingness of the 
United States Government to continue train-
ing, assistance, and support for Iraq’s secu-
rity forces, and to continue political, mili-
tary, and economic support for the Govern-
ment of Iraq until Iraq becomes more capa-
ble of governing, defending, and sustaining 
itself; 

(18) make clear that, should the Govern-
ment of Iraq not make substantial progress 
toward the achievement of the milestones 
described in section 11, the United States 
shall reduce its political, military, or eco-
nomic support for the Government of Iraq; 
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(19) make clear that the United States 

Government does not seek to establish per-
manent military bases in Iraq; 

(20) restate that the United States Govern-
ment does not seek to control the oil re-
sources of Iraq; 

(21) make active efforts to engage all par-
ties in Iraq, with the exception of al Qaeda; 

(22) encourage dialogue between sectarian 
communities and press religious leaders in-
side and outside of Iraq to speak out on be-
half of peace and reconciliation; 

(23) support the presence of neutral inter-
national experts as advisors to the Govern-
ment of Iraq on the processes of disar-
mament, demobilization, and reintegration 
of militias and other armed groups not under 
the control of the Government of Iraq; and 

(24) ensure that reconstruction efforts in 
Iraq consist of great involvement by and 
with international partners that actively 
participate in the design and construction of 
projects. 
SEC. 5. STATEMENT OF POLICY ON SECURITY 

AND MILITARY FORCES. 
It shall be the policy of the United States 

to formulate and implement with the Gov-
ernment of Iraq a plan, consistent with the 
recommendations of the Iraq Study Group, 
that— 

(1) gives the highest priority to the train-
ing, equipping, advising, and support for se-
curity and military forces in Iraq and to sup-
porting counterterrorism operations in Iraq; 
and 

(2) supports the providing of more and bet-
ter equipment for the Iraqi Army by encour-
aging the Government of Iraq to accelerate 
its requests under the Foreign Military Sales 
program and, as United States combat bri-
gades redeploy from Iraq, provides for the 
transfer of certain United States military 
equipment to Iraqi forces. 
SEC. 6. STATEMENT OF POLICY ON STRENGTH-

ENING THE UNITED STATES MILI-
TARY. 

It shall be the policy of the United States 
to formulate and implement a plan, con-
sistent with the recommendations of the 
Iraq Study Group, that— 

(1) directs the Secretary of Defense to 
build healthy relations between the civilian 
and military sectors, by creating an environ-
ment where senior military leaders feel free 
to offer independent advice to the civilian 
leadership of the United States Government; 

(2) emphasizes training and education pro-
grams for the forces that have returned to 
the United States in order to restore the 
United States Armed Forces to a high level 
of readiness for global contingencies; 

(3) provides sufficient funds to restore 
military equipment to full functionality 
over the next 5 years; and 

(4) assesses the full future budgetary im-
pact of the war in Iraq and its potential im-
pact on— 

(A) the future readiness of United States 
military forces; 

(B) the ability of the United States Armed 
Forces to recruit and retain high-quality 
personnel; 

(C) needed investments in military pro-
curement and in research and development; 
and 

(D) the budgets of other Federal agencies 
involved in the stability and reconstruction 
effort in Iraq. 
SEC. 7. STATEMENT OF POLICY ON POLICE AND 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE IN IRAQ. 
It shall be the policy of the United States 

to formulate and implement with the Gov-
ernment of Iraq a plan, consistent with the 
recommendations of the Iraq Study Group, 
that— 

(1) transfers the Iraqi National Police to 
the Ministry of Defense, where the police 

commando units will become part of the new 
Iraqi Army; 

(2) transfers the Iraqi Border Police to the 
Ministry of Defense, which would have total 
responsibility for border control and exter-
nal security; 

(3) establishes greater responsibility for 
the Iraqi Police Service to conduct criminal 
investigations and expands its cooperation 
with other elements in the judicial system in 
Iraq in order to better control crime and pro-
tect Iraqi civilians; 

(4) establishes a process of organizational 
transformation, including efforts to expand 
the capability and reach of the current 
major crime unit, to exert more authority 
over local police forces, and to give sole au-
thority to the Ministry of the Interior to pay 
police salaries and disburse financial support 
to local police; 

(5) proceeds with efforts to identify, reg-
ister, and control the Facilities Protection 
Service; 

(6) directs the Department of Defense to 
continue its mission to train Iraqi National 
Police and the Iraqi Border Police, which 
shall be placed within the Iraqi Ministry of 
Defense; 

(7) directs the Department of Justice to 
proceed with the mission of training the po-
lice forces remaining under the Ministry of 
the Interior; 

(8) provides for funds from the Government 
of Iraq to expand and upgrade communica-
tions equipment and motor vehicles for the 
Iraqi Police Service; 

(9) directs the Attorney General to lead the 
work of organizational transformation in the 
Ministry of the Interior and creates a stra-
tegic plan and standard administrative pro-
cedures, codes of conduct, and operational 
measures for Iraqis; and 

(10) directs the Attorney General to estab-
lish courts, train judges, prosecutors, and in-
vestigators, and create strongly supported 
and funded institutions and practices in Iraq 
to fight corruption. 
SEC. 8. STATEMENT OF POLICY ON OIL SECTOR 

IN IRAQ. 

It shall be the policy of the United States 
to formulate and implement with the Gov-
ernment of Iraq a plan, consistent with the 
recommendations of the Iraq Study Group, 
that— 

(1) provides technical assistance in draft-
ing legislation to implement the February 
27, 2007, agreement by Iraq’s Council of Min-
isters on principles for the equitable sharing 
of oil resources and revenues; 

(2) encourages the Government of Iraq to 
accelerate contracting for the comprehen-
sive oil well work-overs in the southern 
fields needed to increase oil production, 
while ensuring that the United States no 
longer funds such infrastructure projects; 

(3) supports the Iraqi military and private 
security forces in their efforts to protect oil 
infrastructure and contractors; 

(4) implements metering at both ends of 
the oil supply line to immediately improve 
accountability in the oil sector; 

(5) in conjunction with the International 
Monetary Fund, encourages the Government 
of Iraq to reduce subsidies in the energy sec-
tor; 

(6) encourages investment in Iraq’s oil sec-
tor by the international community and by 
international energy companies; 

(7) assists Iraqi leaders to reorganize the 
national oil industry as a commercial enter-
prise, in order to enhance efficiency, trans-
parency, and accountability; 

(8) encourages the Government of Iraq to 
post all oil contracts, volumes, and prices on 
the Internet so that Iraqis and outside ob-
servers can track exports and export reve-
nues; 

(9) supports the efforts of the World Bank 
to ensure that best practices are used in con-
tracting; and 

(10) provides technical assistance to the 
Ministry of Oil for enhancing maintenance, 
improving the payments process, managing 
cash flows, improving contracting and audit-
ing, and updating professional training pro-
grams for management and technical per-
sonnel. 
SEC. 9. STATEMENT OF POLICY ON IMPROVING 

ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS IN IRAQ. 
It shall be the policy of the United States 

to formulate and implement a plan, con-
sistent with the recommendations of the 
Iraq Study Group, that— 

(1) provides for the United States to take 
the lead in funding assistance requests from 
the United Nations High Commissioner for 
Refugees and other humanitarian agencies; 

(2) creates a new Senior Advisor for Eco-
nomic Reconstruction in Iraq reporting to 
the President, with the authority to bring 
interagency unity of effort to the policy, 
budget, and implementation of economic re-
construction programs in Iraq and the au-
thority to serve as the principal point of con-
tact with United States partners in the over-
all reconstruction effort; 

(3) gives the chief of mission in Iraq the au-
thority to spend significant funds through a 
program structured along the lines of the 
Commander’s Emergency Response Program, 
with the authority to rescind funding from 
programs and projects— 

(A) in which the Government of Iraq is not 
demonstrating effective partnership; or 

(B) that do not demonstrate substantial 
progress toward achievement of the mile-
stones described in section 11; 

(4) authorizes and implements a more flexi-
ble security assistance program for Iraq, 
breaking down the barriers to effective 
interagency cooperation; and 

(5) grants authority to merge United 
States assistance with assistance from inter-
national donors and Iraqi participants for 
the purpose of carrying out joint assistance 
projects. 
SEC. 10. STATEMENT OF POLICY ON BUDGET 

PREPARATION, PRESENTATION, AND 
REVIEW. 

It shall be the policy of the United States 
to formulate and implement a plan, con-
sistent with the recommendations of the 
Iraq Study Group, that— 

(1) directs the President to include the 
costs for the war in Iraq in the annual budg-
et request; 

(2) directs the Secretary of State, the Sec-
retary of Defense, and the Director of Na-
tional Intelligence to provide United States 
military and civilian personnel in Iraq the 
highest possible priority in obtaining profes-
sional language proficiency and cultural 
training; 

(3) directs the United States Government 
to provide for long-term training for Federal 
agencies that participate in complex sta-
bility operations like those in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan; 

(4) creates training for United States Gov-
ernment personnel to carry out civilian 
tasks associated with complex stability op-
erations; and 

(5) directs the Director of National Intel-
ligence and the Secretary of Defense to de-
vote greater analytic resources to under-
standing the threats and sources of violence 
in Iraq and institute immediate changes in 
the collection of data and violence and the 
sources of violence to provide a more accu-
rate picture of events on the ground in Iraq. 
SEC. 11. CONDITIONS FOR CONTINUED UNITED 

STATES SUPPORT IN IRAQ. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—It shall be the policy of 

the United States to condition continued 
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United States political, military and eco-
nomic support for Iraq upon the demonstra-
tion by the Government of Iraq of sufficient 
political will and the making of substantial 
progress toward achieving the milestones de-
scribed in subsection (b), and to base the de-
cision to transfer command and control over 
Iraqi security forces units from the United 
States to Iraq in part upon such factors. 

(b) MILESTONES.—The milestones referred 
to in subsection (a) are the following: 

(1) Promptly establishing a fair process for 
considering amendments to the constitution 
of Iraq that promote lasting national rec-
onciliation in Iraq. 

(2) Enacting legislation or establishing 
other mechanisms to revise the de- 
Baathification laws in Iraq to encourage the 
employment in the Government of Iraq of 
qualified professionals, irrespective of ethnic 
or political affiliation, including ex- 
Baathists who were not leading figures of the 
Saddam Hussein regime. 

(3) Enacting legislation or establishing 
other binding mechanisms to ensure the 
sharing of all Iraqi oil revenues among all 
segments of Iraqi society in an equitable 
manner. 

(4) Holding free and fair provincial elec-
tions in Iraq at the earliest date practicable. 

(5) Enacting legislation or establishing 
other mechanisms to ensure the rights of 
women and the rights of all minority com-
munities in Iraq are protected. 
SEC. 12. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON REDEPLOY-

MENT OF UNITED STATES FORCES 
FROM IRAQ. 

It is the sense of Congress that— 
(1) with the implementation of the policies 

specified in sections 5 through 11 and the en-
gagement in the increased diplomatic efforts 
specified in section 4, and as additional Iraqi 
brigades are being deployed, and subject to 
unexpected developments in the security sit-
uation on the ground, all United States com-
bat brigades not necessary for force protec-
tion could be redeployed from Iraq by the 
first quarter of 2008, except for those that are 
essential for— 

(A) protecting United States and coalition 
personnel and infrastructure; 

(B) training, equipping, and advising Iraqi 
forces; 

(C) conducting targeted counterterrorism 
operations; 

(D) search and rescue; and 
(E) rapid reaction and special operations; 

and 
(2) the redeployment should be imple-

mented as part of a comprehensive diplo-
matic, political, and economic strategy that 
includes sustained engagement with Iraq’s 
neighbors and the international community 
for the purpose of working collectively to 
bring stability to Iraq. 
SEC. 13. REPORT ON POLICY IMPLEMENTATION. 

Not later than 90 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, and every 90 days 
thereafter, the President shall submit to 
Congress a report on the actions that have 
been taken to implement the policies speci-
fied in sections 4 through 11. 

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, back 
in December when the Iraq Study 
Group first came out with its rec-
ommendations, the recommendations 
were heralded by many people around 
the country as a new way forward—a 
new way forward for us to deal with 
this very difficult and impractical 
problem in which we find ourselves in 
Iraq. Those recommendations—some of 
which have been implemented and 
some of which have not—I believe still 
create the centerpiece for how we can 

find a bipartisan way forward for how 
we deal with the Iraq issue. 

I have walked around with the report 
of the Iraq Study Group for the last 4 
months. I am very much appreciative 
of the fact that the people who put to-
gether the report were some of the best 
statesmen and women we have in the 
United States of America: James A. 
Baker, Lee Hamilton, Lawrence 
Eagleburger, Vernon Jordan, Ed Meese, 
Sandra Day O’Connor, Leon Panetta, 
William Perry, Charles Robb, and Alan 
Simpson. Those are some of the best 
and brightest people we have in Amer-
ica and who are working on one of the 
most difficult issues that confronts our 
country today. So it is in the vein of 
their work that I come to the floor 
today with my colleague from Ten-
nessee to suggest that their rec-
ommendations create the opportunity 
for us to provide the basis for some 
agreement among Democrats and Re-
publicans on how we might move for-
ward in dealing with the very difficult 
national security issue we face in Iraq. 

As we debate this issue here in Wash-
ington, with veto pens and dueling 
press conferences, I come back to the 
reality of our brave American men and 
women and the dangers they face every 
day in the streets of Baghdad and al 
Anbar Province and in countless other 
places in that Nation which today we 
find in turmoil. It is for them, for our 
men and women in uniform, we must 
find common ground. It is for them we 
must bridge our differences here on the 
Senate floor to create a path to success 
in Iraq. It is for them we must develop 
a policy that is worthy of their sac-
rifices and the sacrifices of their fami-
lies. 

I come to the floor today with my 
colleague from Tennessee to offer my 
view on how we can reach our common 
goal and how we can work to heal the 
deep divisions this war has caused here 
at home. 

Not since the Vietnam war has the 
American public been so divided. I am 
concerned that the bitterness and the 
harshness of this debate is a debate 
that clouds good judgment on one of 
the most fundamental issues we deal 
with in the Congress: the issue of war 
and peace. It is important for us to re-
member that no matter how conten-
tious this debate may become, every 
Senator shares the same goal, and that 
goal is peace and stability in the Mid-
dle East and a safe return home of our 
troops. While we may disagree on the 
best path to that end, we must con-
tinue to work together for a construc-
tive change in our policy. 

It is important to remember what 
binds us together as a nation is some-
thing we must honor so we will not be 
torn so far apart that we cannot bring 
our Nation back together. The Iraq 
Study Group report, I believe, em-
bodies the best wisdom we have seen as 
to how we ought to move forward with 
the issue of Iraq. I believe the work of 
the Iraq Study Group is a model for 
how we can come together in good 

faith. The group, as I have said before, 
is comprised of some of the finest and 
best public servants we have in Amer-
ica. They worked together for months 
and they did it in a nonpartisan, non-
political way. They are from both par-
ties. That group and their work con-
sulted over 250 officials and experts, in-
cluding senior leaders of the Govern-
ment of Iraq, the United States Gov-
ernment, and key coalition partners. 
They received advice from more than 
50 distinguished scholars and experts in 
a variety of fields. 

I am honored, therefore, to join Sen-
ator LAMAR ALEXANDER in appealing to 
our colleagues in the Senate to take a 
fresh look at the group’s report and to 
consider how we can use it as our guide 
to create a successful policy for the 
war in Iraq. 

The group proposed a new diplomatic 
offensive—a new diplomatic offensive— 
to deal with the problems of Iraq and 
the region. 

I am pleased that recently the ad-
ministration has moved forward in em-
bracing some of the recommendations 
set forth in that ‘‘new diplomatic of-
fensive.’’ 

The report provided a roadmap for 
transitioning our troops from a combat 
role to the training, equipping, advis-
ing and support of the Iraqi military. 

The Iraq Study Group recommended 
how we can strengthen and restore our 
own military, which has been put 
under such strain by the wars in Iraq 
and Afghanistan. 

In addition, the report details new 
policies for the Iraqi police and crimi-
nal justice system, the Iraqi oil sector, 
and for improving economic and secu-
rity assistance programs in Iraq. 

Finally, the Iraq Study Group rec-
ommended specific milestones for the 
Government of Iraq to meet. They in-
clude establishing a fair process for 
amending the constitution, revising de- 
Baathification laws, ensuring the equi-
table sharing of Iraqi oil revenues, 
holding free and fair provincial elec-
tions at the earliest possible date, and 
enacting legislation to ensure the 
rights of women and the rights of all 
minority communities in Iraq. 

The Iraq Study Group concluded that 
with the implementation of these poli-
cies, all United States combat forces 
could be out of Iraq by the first quarter 
of 2008, except those necessary for pro-
tecting personnel and infrastructure, 
for training, equipping, and advising of 
Iraqi forces, for conducting targeted 
counterterrorism activities, and for en-
gaging in rapid reaction and special op-
erations. 

Senator ALEXANDER and I intend to 
propose legislation that will effectively 
embody this comprehensive set of rec-
ommendations. 

Our bill would state the sense of the 
Congress that the Iraq Study Group’s 
recommendations should be imple-
mented and that the President should 
formulate a comprehensive plan to do 
so. It would require the establishment 
of policies and plans that implement 
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the core recommendations of the 
group. And it states that the United 
States should condition political, mili-
tary, and economic support on the 
Iraqi Government making substantial 
progress in meeting those milestones 
detailed in the report. 

The Iraq Study Group did not set a 
deadline for the redeployment of our 
troops, and neither would our bill. But 
the group did, and our bill would, state 
the policies and actions that can and 
should lead to the successful and rapid 
conclusion to this war. 

I believe we all share that goal. I be-
lieve the distinguished members of the 
Iraq Study Group have given us the 
means to achieve it. 

I don’t believe the report of the Iraq 
Study Group should simply become an-
other study on the shelf that gathers 
dust. 

I will conclude with two remarks. 
First, here in Washington, DC, it seems 
there is a lot of poison in the air, and 
most issues are decided on a partisan 
basis. It is my view, as a Senator from 
Colorado, that the issues of war and 
peace, when we have our men and 
women in uniform in harm’s way, 
should not be decided on the basis of 
Republicans versus Democrats. No 
matter what has happened in Iraq up to 
this time, and no matter what kind of 
finger-pointing will take place in terms 
of the wisdom or lack of wisdom on 
how the war has been prosecuted, the 
fact is, we are there now. Also, we have 
140,000 men and women in harm’s way. 

For us in the Senate, I believe it is 
our responsibility to come together, as 
Democrats and Republicans, to fashion 
a new way forward to success. I believe 
this new way forward to success has 
been laid out by the Iraq Study Group, 
which didn’t just look at this for an 
hour or a day or two but spent a year, 
under the authorization of the Con-
gress, and they came up with what 
they thought was the best way for the 
United States to move forward in Iraq. 

I am hopeful both Democrats and Re-
publicans will join Senator LAMAR 
ALEXANDER and myself as we move for-
ward with the introduction of this leg-
islation, which we hope to do after the 
Memorial Day recess. 

Finally, I think the working rela-
tionship Senator ALEXANDER and I 
have on so many issues, including land 
and water conservation and other 
areas, is the kind of bipartisan spirit 
we can bring to so many issues that 
face us today. But of all the issues, the 
one that cries out the most for unity 
today is the 800-pound gorilla issue of 
the war in Iraq. 

I am very pleased and honored that 
Senator ALEXANDER has joined us in 
this effort today. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Tennessee is 
recognized. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 
salute the Senator from Colorado for 
his leadership, initiative, and patriot-
ism, and the way he is approaching the 

foremost issue facing our country: 
Where do we go from here in Iraq? 

There is too much partisan game 
playing on the issue of Iraq. We owe it 
to our country and our troops to find a 
bipartisan consensus to support where 
we go from here. We need a political 
solution in Washington, DC, as much 
as we need one in Baghdad. We need to 
get out of the combat business in Iraq 
and into the support, training, and 
equipment business as soon as we hon-
orably can. 

That is why Senator SALAZAR and I 
have drafted legislation to implement 
the recommendations of the bipartisan 
Baker-Hamilton Iraq Study Group. 

As the Senator said, we will intro-
duce our legislation after Congress and 
the President have worked out the Iraq 
supplemental appropriations bill. We 
invite our colleagues—both Democrats 
and Republicans—to join us. We believe 
the recommendations of the Iraq Study 
Group offer the best opportunity for a 
bipartisan consensus on a new course 
in Iraq. 

In fact, these recommendations seem 
to already be guiding the President’s 
efforts and the efforts of those on the 
other side who were calling for change. 

For example, the administration has 
begun to act on these recommenda-
tions by increasing the number of 
troops embedded with Iraqi forces, 
using milestones to help chart 
progress, and by meeting with Iraq’s 
neighbors, including Iran and Syria. 
The President’s national security ad-
viser has pointed to the Baker-Ham-
ilton report as authority for the surge 
of troops in Baghdad. 

Just last week, the President himself 
told the Associated General Contrac-
tors of America at their convention 
that he liked what Baker and Hamilton 
had to say. ‘‘It is something we should 
seriously consider. Their idea was that, 
at some point in time, it makes sense 
to have a U.S. presence configured this 
way,’’ the President said. ‘‘It is an in-
teresting idea.’’ 

At the same time, Democratic pro-
posals in Congress have also been guid-
ed by the ISG report, for example, 
working on milestones for improve-
ment in Iraq, limiting the role of the 
United States to one of training, equip-
ping, and counterterrorism operations, 
and stating as a goal a drawdown of 
combat forces by March of next year. 

In short, the seeds of bipartisan con-
sensus about how the United States 
should go forward in Iraq are best 
found in the Iraq Study Group report. 

Former Secretary of State Jim Baker 
and former Congressman Lee Hamilton 
prefaced their report by saying this: 

Success depends on the unity of the Amer-
ican people in a time of political polariza-
tion. Americans can and must enjoy the 
right of robust debate within a democracy. 
Yet, U.S. foreign policy is doomed to fail-
ure—as is any course of action in Iraq—if not 
supported by a broad, sustained consensus. 
The aim of our report is to move our country 
toward such a consensus. 

Yesterday and today, I talked with 
Secretary Baker and Congressman 

Hamilton. Each said the Salazar-Alex-
ander legislation accurately reflects 
the recommendations of their report. 

I have learned that sometimes a Sen-
ator has to say something two or three 
or more times on the Senate floor be-
fore anybody pays much attention. 

For example, on March 14, I said that 
it was time for the President to take 
the Iraq Study Group report down off 
the shelf and use it for something other 
than a bookend. 

I ask unanimous consent to have my 
statement of that date printed in the 
RECORD at the end of my remarks. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

(See Exhibit 1.) 
Mr. ALEXANDER. Today, I am mak-

ing that same suggestion again, and I 
am going one step further. The Senator 
from Colorado and I are offering to our 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle— 
and to our country—a way to go for-
ward on a bipartisan basis. 

I was surprised and disappointed that 
the President didn’t take advantage of 
this opportunity during his State of 
the Union Address in January. He knew 
then that a majority of Americans 
didn’t support his strategy. Fewer do 
today. He knew then his strategy can-
not be long sustained without that sup-
port. That is still true today. 

The President could have invited the 
distinguished members of the Iraq 
Study Group to sit in the gallery dur-
ing his speech and, as Presidents often 
do, introduced them, 10 of America’s 
most distinguished citizens from the 
Reagan, Carter, and George H.W. Bush 
administrations, and the U.S. Supreme 
Court. One of these is now the Sec-
retary of Defense. They are ideologi-
cally and politically diverse. They 
spent nine months, met nine times, 
went to Baghdad, interviewed 171 indi-
viduals, and made 79 recommendations. 
They are all in this book. They didn’t 
shy away from the unpleasant facts. 

They told us 79 percent of Iraqis have 
a mostly negative view of U.S. involve-
ment in their country. Then they said 
2,900 American lives were lost, and an-
other 21,000 wounded; $400 billion was 
spent, with estimates as high as $2 tril-
lion for the final cost. They said this is 
not a perfect option, but it is the best 
option. 

The President could have said in Jan-
uary: This isn’t my recommendation, it 
is theirs, and I accept it for the good of 
our country, and I ask the American 
people to accept it. 

That is not Presidential weakness, 
that is Presidential leadership. The 
President’s job is not only to see ur-
gent issues and lay out a strategy. It is 
the rest of his job—at least for a sus-
tained military strategy—to persuade 
half of the people he is right. It is not 
too late. 

The President has the option before 
him today, and we are trying to make 
it easier for him. What we are respect-
fully saying in our legislation is, if the 
President should choose to develop a 
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way forward based upon the Iraq Study 
Group’s recommendations, we will sup-
port that plan and we will encourage 
our colleagues and our country to do so 
on a bipartisan basis, so that Iraq, the 
Middle East, our troops, and the world 
will know that in the United States we 
are unified in our purpose. 

Such a plan will not satisfy every-
body. It will not pull out our troops to-
morrow. It will not get us out of the 
combat business immediately. It won’t 
add 100,000 or 200,000, or 300,000 troops 
for ‘‘victory’’ in Iraq. It will get us out 
of the combat business in Iraq and into 
the support, training, and equipping 
business, in a prompt and honorable 
way. It will reduce the number of 
forces in Iraq. Because there will still 
be a significant but limited military 
presence in Iraq, it will signal to the 
rest of the Middle East to stay out of 
Iraq. It will give support to General 
Petraeus and his troops, who are in the 
midst of a surge. It will expand diplo-
matic efforts to build support for Iraq 
national reconciliation and sov-
ereignty. It will recognize, as Prime 
Minister Blair said, it is time for the 
next chapter of Iraq’s history to be 
written largely by the Iraqis them-
selves. 

As a Republican Senator, my mes-
sage with respect to the President is 
that I hope he and the White House se-
riously consider this. 

We are not introducing this bill 
today. It will be introduced in 2 or 3 
weeks. Then, we hope other Senators 
will support it. I hope the President 
will embrace it. There is plenty within 
this report that gives him the oppor-
tunity to continue our mission in Iraq. 
The difference is that this is not the 
President’s report, and that is its ad-
vantage. It has a better chance of suc-
cess, in terms of developing bipartisan 
support here and in our country. 

Finally, there are some issues that 
are simply too big for one party to 
solve. Iraq is, as the Senator from Col-
orado has said, the foremost among 
these. 

Here we are, the oldest democracy, 
lecturing Baghdad, an infant democ-
racy, for not coming up with a political 
solution, when we ourselves cannot 
come up with one. 

Until we do come up with one, we 
should spend less time lecturing Bagh-
dad and more time working together to 
fashion a way forward on the foremost 
issue facing our country. Coming to-
gether in support of the plan based 
upon the recommendations of the Iraq 
Study Group offers that best oppor-
tunity. We invite our colleagues to join 
us. 

EXHIBIT 1 
PRESIDENT BUSH SHOULD TAKE THE IRAQ 

STUDY GROUP REPORT DOWN OFF THE SHELF 
My purpose today is to say that it is time 

for President Bush to take the Iraq Study 
Group report down off the shelf and use it for 
something other than a bookend. 

There is a reason why we don’t have 535 
commanders-in-chief or 100 commanding 
generals each saying charge down this street 
or over that hill. 

The founders of our country made the 
President Commander-in-Chief and gave to 
Congress the power to declare war and to pay 
for it. 

That is why I will vote against any of the 
resolutions that seek to micromanage this 
war. Once a war is authorized, as this one 
was by a bi-partisan vote of 77–23 in 2002, it 
is the president’s job to manage the war. 

As an example of why we don’t need 535 
Members of Congress micromanaging this 
war, consider this: since last January, the 
new Democratic majority has offered 17 dif-
ferent bills and resolutions outlining what to 
do in Iraq. Undoubtedly there will be more in 
the coming weeks. 

And I am not about to cut off funds for 
General Petraeus’ troops in the middle of the 
current military exercise, which congress 
clearly does have the power to do but should 
not do. 

I do have the responsibility as a United 
States Senator, to say what I believe is the 
right way forward for our country in Iraq, 
and my belief is this: the President would be 
wise to take down off the shelf the rec-
ommendations of the bipartisan Baker-Ham-
ilton Iraq Study Group, to develop a strategy 
based upon those recommendations, and to 
ask Americans to accept that strategy as the 
way forward in Iraq. 

The President would have been wise to do 
this in January during his State of the Union 
address. The country was then looking for a 
new way forward in Iraq. The Iraq Study 
Group, after nine months of careful, bipar-
tisan work, offered such a plan. 

Instead, the day after the report was an-
nounced in December, some who wanted an-
other 100,000 or 200,000 troops to ‘‘win the 
war’’ said the report was a ‘‘recipe for de-
feat.’’ 

On the other side, those who wanted the 
U.S. out of Iraq immediately dismissed the 
report as more of the same. 

So the report was put on the shelf. Not 
much was heard about it. 

That is, until lately. 
Lately, the President’s national security 

adviser has cited the Baker-Hamilton report 
as authority for the surge of troops in Bagh-
dad which, in fact, on page 73, the report did 
say might be necessary. 

Over the weekend, the United States par-
ticipated in meetings with Syria and Iran, 
perhaps the most controversial recommenda-
tion in the report. 

Now, the timetable and strategy for reduc-
ing U.S. combat strength in Iraq contained 
in the newest Democratic senate resolution 
sounds very much like the Iraq Study Group 
report, calling for combat troops to be large-
ly withdrawn from Iraq by March of next 
year. But the Iraq Study Group specifically 
opposed setting timetables or deadlines for 
withdrawal, noting that its recommendation 
should be ‘‘subject to unexpected develop-
ments on the ground.’’ 

At the same time, like one of the Repub-
lican-sponsored resolutions, the Iraq Study 
Group recommended that the U.S. work 
closely with Iraq’s leaders to support the 
achievement of specific ‘‘milestones’’ on na-
tional reconciliation, security, and govern-
ance. 

In short, if there is any bipartisan con-
sensus emerging about how the United 
States should go forward in Iraq, the best 
blueprint of that consensus can be found in 
the Iraq Study Group report. 

The membership and process of the Iraq 
Study Group is as important as the sub-
stance of what it said. It included 10 of 
America’s most distinguished citizens from 
the Reagan and Carter and George H.W. Bush 
administrations, from the Congress and from 
the Supreme Court. One of its former mem-
bers is now the Secretary of Defense. On its 

face, it was ideologically as well as politi-
cally diverse. The group spent nine months, 
met nine times, including a trip to Baghdad, 
and interviewed 171 individuals in the U.S. 
and in Iraq. Its report is comprehensive, with 
79 specific recommendations. 

Its assessment of the ‘‘dire’’ current condi-
tions in Iraq is honest and sobering. It did 
not shy away from reporting unpleasant 
facts—that 79 percent of Iraqis have a mostly 
negative view of the influence that the 
United States has in their country, that 2,900 
(at that time) Americans had lost their lives 
and another 21,000 wounded, that we have 
spent roughly $400 billion on the Iraq war 
and that estimates run as high as $2 trillion 
for the final cost. The group acknowledged 
that its recommendations were not perfect 
options but seemed to be the best options. 

As much as America needs a new strategy 
in Iraq, we also need a consensus in support 
of that strategy. To put it bluntly, a major-
ity of the American people do not now have 
confidence in the President’s course in Iraq. 
The Iraq Study Group offered the President 
an opportunity to say, ‘‘Okay, here is a dif-
ferent approach suggested by a bipartisan 
group of distinguished Americans. It is not 
my strategy. It is theirs. I accept it and, for 
the good of our country and the armed forces 
fighting for us, I ask you to accept it.’’ 

Such a statement would not exhibit presi-
dential weakness. This would be presidential 
leadership—recognizing that the president’s 
job is not only to choose the right strategy 
but to successfully persuade at least half the 
people he is right. 

The president still has this option before 
him. 

He would be wise to exercise it today—this 
week. Come back to Congress. Report on the 
last few weeks’ progress in Iraq. Invite the 
Iraq Study Group members to sit in the gal-
lery. Compliment their work. Accept their 
recommendations. Ask the Congress and the 
country also to accept their recommenda-
tions. 

This course will not satisfy those who want 
100,000 more troops for victory in Iraq. 

Neither will it satisfy those who want all 
troops out on a specific timetable. 

But it will get U.S. troops quickly out of 
the combat business in Iraq, and into the 
support business. 

It will reduce the number of American 
forces in Iraq over the next year. 

It will leave American special forces in 
Iraq to go after al Qaeda and troops to help 
guard the borders. 

Because there will still be a limited U.S. 
military presence, it will send a signal to the 
rest of the Middle East to stay out of Iraq. 

It will give support to General Petraeus 
and his troops who are in the midst of a 
surge to make Baghdad safer. 

It will expand diplomatic efforts to build 
support for Iraqi national reconciliation and 
sovereignty, including with Iraq’s neighbors. 

And it will begin to recognize that Amer-
ica has done most of what it can do to help 
Iraq. As Prime Minister Blair has said, it is 
time for the next chapters in Iraq’s history 
to be written by the Iraqis themselves. 

Finally, this course will recognize that 
while the United States can and should be a 
shining example of democracy and does have 
the mightiest military force in the world, 
that a conservative view of human nature 
and our own national interest places limits 
on what we can do to make it possible for 
others to adopt our democracy and our way 
of life. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, as we all 
know, time has been reserved for Sen-
ator FEINGOLD for up to an hour. He 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 21:45 Mar 13, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00032 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2007SENATE\S10MY7.REC S10MY7m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S5913 May 10, 2007 
says he is going to take less time, but 
he has that time, at which time I will 
respond to him. What I wish to do is 
lock in some time for Senator PRYOR 
immediately following my remarks so 
he may speak on the issue of Iraq. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak for less 
than 1 minute. 

Mrs. BOXER. I have no objection to 
that request. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

The Senator from Colorado. 
Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, I 

thank the Senator from Tennessee for 
his eloquence in his statement and his 
plea for Americans to come together as 
we move forward on the biggest issue 
that faces our country today, Iraq. 

I appreciate the hard work he has put 
in, together with my staff and working 
with the Iraq Study Group, to come up 
with language that is included in the 
legislation. 

I also thank the chairperson of the 
Environment and Public Committee, 
Senator BOXER, for arranging for us to 
spend some time this morning dis-
cussing our bill. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Wisconsin. 
Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, the 

Water Resources Development Act 
being considered today includes impor-
tant language to reform the Corps of 
Engineers which I have long cham-
pioned. I especially thank my col-
league Senator BOXER in particular, 
but also Senator INHOFE, Senator BAU-
CUS, and Senator ISAKSON for reporting 
a Water Resources Development Act 
that includes many important Corps of 
Engineers reforms that were so hard 
fought in last year’s Congress, both in 
negotiations and on the floor. 

While we still have far to go in im-
proving Corps planning, such as, for ex-
ample, passing the Feingold-McCain 
prioritization amendment, reform pro-
visions in the underlying bill are abso-
lutely essential for improving the Na-
tion’s water resources planning, and 
they should be the baseline for reforms 
that come out of Congress. 

These reform provisions include inde-
pendent peer review of costly or con-
troversial Corps projects, dramatic im-
provement to the Corps’ mitigation 
process, modernizing the Corps’ woe-
fully out-of-date planning guidelines, 
establishing a new national policy that 
directs the Corps to avoid impacts to 
floodplains, requiring an interagency 
assessment of the Nation’s vulner-
ability to flood and related storm dam-
age, and recommendations to improve 
the Nation’s various flood prevention 
programs. 

These reforms are essential for im-
proving the Corps’ ability to properly 
plan and construct projects. Over the 
past decade, dozens of studies have 
highlighted stunning flaws in Corps 

project planning. Problems with the 
Corps project planning are so great 
that the GAO recently told Congress 
that Corps projects ‘‘did not provide a 
reasonable basis for decisionmaking 
because they were fraught with errors, 
mistakes, and miscalculations, and 
used invalid assumptions and outdated 
data.’’ 

We can no longer afford to build 
projects based on flawed engineering, 
flawed science, or flawed economics. 
These reforms are essential for pre-
venting costly and potentially deadly 
mistakes, such as the levee failures 
that occurred in the aftermath of Hur-
ricane Katrina. 

The Corps, the American Society of 
Civil Engineers, and the National 
Academy of Sciences have all said 
faulty design and construction by the 
Corps resulted in the levee failures. So 
these reforms are essential for pro-
tecting the Nation’s natural resources. 

The Nation’s rivers, streams, 
floodplains, and wetlands provide vital 
services for all Americans. They help 
attenuate floods, they improve water 
quality, they provide vital fish and 
wildlife habitat, and they provide ex-
ceptional recreational opportunities. 
They are vital to the health, safety, 
welfare, and economic well-being of all 
of us. 

I am very pleased Senators BOXER 
and REID agreed to join me in a col-
loquy with respect to the provisions in 
sections 2006, 2007 and 2008(c) and (e) of 
the Water Resources Development Act 
of 2007. We have reached an under-
standing that these are fundamental 
elements of meaningful reform. Chair-
man BOXER has stated it is the com-
mittee’s intent to retain these ele-
ments, and that she will strenuously 
support them in conference. 

I understand the Senate is now de-
bating the motion to proceed to H.R. 
1495, the Water Resources Development 
Act. So at this point, while I cannot 
formally offer my prioritization 
amendment to that bill, I wish to take 
the time to speak in favor of it. 

I will be offering this amendment to 
the Water Resources Development Act 
on behalf of myself and Senators 
MCCAIN, COBURN, CARPER, GREGG, and 
SUNUNU. Senator MCCAIN and I have 
worked together for years to modernize 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and 
I am pleased to be working with him 
again on this issue. 

I also appreciate the strong support 
of Senators COBURN, CARPER, GREGG, 
and SUNUNU. This important amend-
ment recognizes we must address our 
current flawed planning process and 
also respond to the tragedy of Hurri-
cane Katrina by working to make sure 
that limited taxpayers’ dollars go to 
the most worthy water resource 
projects. 

That doesn’t seem like a lot to ask. 
As we all know, our Nation is staring 
down deficits that only a few years ago 
were unimaginable. We also have a 
backlog of $58 billion in Corps projects 
that are authorized but not built, and 

that number will be closer to $70 bil-
lion when this bill passes. 

Clearly, we have to get some kind of 
a way of identifying projects that are 
most needed. Right now, Congress does 
not have any information about the 
relative priority of the current massive 
backlog of authorized projects, and we 
don’t have any way of evaluating the 
relative priority of new projects. What 
we do have is individual Members argu-
ing for projects in their States or dis-
trict, but no information about which 
projects are most important to the 
country’s economic development or 
transportation systems or to our abil-
ity to protect our citizens and property 
from natural disasters. Clearly, the 
status quo is not serving the public 
well. 

This amendment would simply help 
Congress develop the tools to more 
wisely invest limited resources while 
also increasing public transparency in 
decisionmaking. This amendment 
would do that by creating a temporary 
bipartisan water resources commission 
to do two things: one, make rec-
ommendations on a process for 
prioritizing Corps projects and, two, 
analyze projects authorized in the last 
10 years or that are under construction 
and put similar types of projects into 
tiers that reflect their importance. 
This would be done with a clear direc-
tion to seek balance, meeting the needs 
of all States. 

My amendment would place Corps 
projects into three categories that cor-
respond to the three main mission 
areas of the Corps: flood damage reduc-
tion, navigation, and ecosystem res-
toration. The commission will estab-
lish broad national priorities to apply 
to those projects. The amendment sets 
out minimum requirements that 
projects in each category have to meet 
so that, for example, flood reduction 
projects must be evaluated in part on 
whether they reduce the risk of loss of 
life. But the commission is free to con-
sider other factors as long as it is clear 
which factors it is, in fact, considering. 
Projects in each of the three project 
types will be placed in tiers based on 
how great a priority they represent. 

This information will then simply be 
provided to Congress and the public in 
a nonbinding report—a nonbinding re-
port. That is it. The Congress and the 
public will get information to help 
them make decisions involving mil-
lions and even billions of dollars. Sure-
ly, that isn’t too much to ask. Don’t we 
want the benefit of objective, impartial 
advice when we decide how to allocate 
scarce taxpayers’ dollars? 

As my colleagues may recall, Senator 
MCCAIN and I offered a prioritization 
amendment last Congress. This year’s 
amendment has been revised to address 
some of the concerns raised on the 
floor last year, in particular those 
raised by my friend and now-Chairman 
BOXER. 

In response to criticism that the 
amendment gave too much authority 
to the administration, this year’s new 
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amendment creates a temporary com-
mission comprised of eight non-Federal 
individuals appointed by Senate and 
House leaders of both parties and the 
President. 

Also, instead of requiring regular up-
dating of a prioritization report, the bi-
partisan commission created by this 
year’s new amendment would only 
issue one nonbinding report that would 
include recommendations for reevalu-
ating priorities in the future and when 
new projects are authorized. 

I am pleased to have the support of a 
number of outside groups, including 
Taxpayers for Common Sense Action, 
the National Taxpayers Union, the 
Citizens Against Government Waste, 
American Rivers, National Wildlife 
Federation, Earth Justice, Clean Water 
Action, Defenders of Wildlife, Environ-
mental Defense, Friends of the Earth, 
the League of Conservation Voters, Re-
publicans for Environmental Protec-
tion, the Sierra Club, and the Union of 
Concerned Scientists. 

A number of editorial writers 
weighed in last year on behalf of 
prioritization. Here is what the New 
York Times had to say: 

The Army Corps of Engineers must learn, 
or be compelled, to place a higher priority on 
safety projects than on Congressional pork 
. . . it would shine more light on an often 
opaque process, a reform we support. 

The New Orleans Times-Picayune 
said: 

The best chance for changing the way the 
corps operates is through reforms sought by 
Sens. John McCain and Russ Feingold. 
They’re offering two amendments to the 
water resources bill. One would establish 
independent review of corps projects from 
planning and design to construction. The 
other would require corps projects to be 
ranked in importance based on three na-
tional priorities: flood and storm damage re-
duction, navigation and environmental res-
toration. 

The Philadelphia Inquirer opined 
that ‘‘with 50 States demanding serv-
ices, the Corps needs better direction 
than the whims of competing politi-
cians.’’ 

And the Washington Post said: 
Hurricane Katrina was a crisis that has 

created a real opportunity: to bring some ra-
tionality to the way we spend tens of billion 
of dollars on water projects in this country 
so we can protect millions of Americans— 

Millions of Americans— 
whose lives are at risk. 

Clearly, based on that mere series of 
endorsements and statements, this 
amendment has broad interest and im-
pact. The public clearly believes the 
Congress should do a better job spend-
ing billions of dollars on water 
projects. The Feingold-McCain-Coburn- 
Carper-Gregg-Sununu prioritization 
amendment would help Congress in 
evaluating options for how to prioritize 
Corps projects. 

I also wish to remind my colleagues 
that modernizing all aspects of water 
resources policy will help restore credi-
bility to a Federal agency that is 
plagued by public skepticism in the 
wake of Hurricane Katrina. The Corps 

has admitted serious design flaws in 
the levees it built in New Orleans, and 
it is clear the Corps’ mistakes contrib-
uted significantly to the devastation in 
that city. 

I can tell my colleagues when I was 
down in New Orleans last summer, I 
heard even more complaints about the 
Corps than I did about FEMA. As we 
worked as a body to improve FEMA, we 
must also work to improve the Corps. 
Our constituents and the people of this 
country deserve no less. 

Of course, the Corps does important 
work. The real problem this amend-
ment seeks to address is us in Con-
gress. Congress has too long used the 
Army Corps of Engineers to facilitate 
favored porkbarrel projects while peri-
odically expressing a desire to change 
its ways. If we want to change our 
ways, we can start by passing the Fein-
gold-McCain-Coburn-Carper-Gregg- 
Sununu prioritization amendment to 
help us make sure the Corps continues 
to contribute to our safety, environ-
ment, and economy without wasting 
taxpayers’ dollars. 

I will conclude my initial remarks 
and again thank Senator BOXER and 
also Senator INHOFE, Senator BAUCUS, 
and Senator ISAKSON for retaining the 
reform provisions we worked so hard to 
get included in last year’s Senate bill. 
However, this bill authorizes an addi-
tional $15 billion worth of projects 
which, coupled with an additional 
backlog of $58 billion, would take 40 
years to complete. I hope by adopting 
this amendment we can also move this 
bill in a direction that will truly ben-
efit the American taxpayers. I urge my 
colleagues to support our amendment. 

I retain the remainder of my time. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from California. 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I thank 

Senator FEINGOLD for his kind re-
marks. He and I are close colleagues. 
We have worked very closely together 
on so many issues. On Corps reform, we 
worked closely together, and working 
together we did get very important 
peer review into the bill. I am very 
proud of his work on this bill and 
praise him for it. 

It is very rare we find ourselves on 
differing sides, but I am in strong oppo-
sition to his amendment, and I want to 
lay out the reasons. 

I describe the Senator’s amendment 
as ‘‘we have met the enemy and it is 
us.’’ I reject the fact that Members of 
the Senate have to give us their judg-
ment and their views on what is impor-
tant in our own States to some politi-
cally appointed panel, probably politi-
cians, because they will be appointed 
by politicians. I have other objections 
to this amendment because I think it 
creates a bias toward large projects. It 
reduces the ability of the Corps to pur-
sue small ecosystem restoration pro-
grams. It reduces their ability to pur-
sue small but vital flood control 
projects. It could preclude navigation 
projects that serve small communities, 
recreational interests, and subsistence 

fishermen. Because, as it is drafted, it 
sets up a tier system of priority rec-
ommendations, but each tier is limited 
to 5 billion dollars’ worth of projects, 
or 100 total projects. That means a 
worthy flood control project in my 
State, or any State, could end up stuck 
in a lower tier simply because it is 
more expensive, if equally more impor-
tant projects in other States were 
ranked in a higher tier. I think it is an 
arbitrary system that can label a 
project second tier despite critical 
local public safety needs. 

How does a project become second 
tier if it is the only way to protect a 
community? Such an arbitrary label 
will inappropriately undermine an im-
portant project’s chances of receiving 
appropriations, and I believe people’s 
lives could be in jeopardy because of it. 
I don’t think that is the kind of 
prioritization we need when we have to 
fight tooth and nail every year to get 
critical funding for very important and 
needy flood control projects. 

The Senator named a lot of groups I 
support and that support me, and I re-
spect that fact. But to be candid, a lot 
of these groups don’t like water 
projects in general, and I think some-
times they will just say: Fine. Any-
thing to slow down these projects. 

I believe Congress, not political ap-
pointees or a commissioner, should re-
tain this responsibility. I understand 
the legislation has been changed to an 
advisory situation, but it only slows us 
down. It slows us down with political 
appointees, and I have a basic problem 
with that. It is adding layers of delay. 
We have already delayed this bill 7 
long years. We need it, Mr. President. 
We need it. 

We need it because the farmers say 
we need it and the corn growers say we 
need it and the labor unions say we 
need it and the chambers of commerce 
say we need it and we have colleagues 
supporting it—from Senator INHOFE to 
Senator BOXER. If my colleagues don’t 
think that is something to point to, it 
is. It means things are working around 
here. 

My colleague and friend, Senator 
FEINGOLD, is a strong supporter of fis-
cal responsibility. We took this bill 
down from $33 billion to a score of $13.9 
billion. How did we do it? We were 
careful. We did scrutinize these 
projects. And, by the way, we have 
standards built into this bill. I want 
my colleague to understand—and it is 
very important because this is kind of 
a trash-the-Senate amendment, taking 
away, casting doubt on our judgment— 
that we worked hard by setting up 
these objective criteria by which I have 
had to, frankly, turn against my own 
Members and say: You know I can’t 
take care of that for you because it 
doesn’t fit the criteria. 

So I think there is a sense of fiscal 
responsibility that is permeating this 
place. We took a bill from $33 billion 
down to $13 billion—$13.9 billion to be 
exact—and we did it without some ap-
pointed people telling us what to do. 
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We did it because we care about fiscal 
responsibility and we care about keep-
ing this economy moving, and I just 
don’t think we need this commission. 
We went through an exhaustive process 
to determine which projects and stud-
ies would be authorized. They have to 
have chief of engineers or other com-
pleted Corps reports for construction. 
They have to meet a benefit-cost test, 
or have environmental benefits. So I 
think we have a lot of built-in safety 
features as we go through this process. 

We have a very broad committee that 
has different ideologies. We represent 
broad areas of the country. Frankly, I 
think we all want to protect Ameri-
cans. We have seen what happens when 
we look at Katrina, so we want to do 
our best. 

I laud my colleague for his absolute 
commitment and dedication to finding 
ways to make this process work better, 
but I say this bill proves, in my opin-
ion, that we are listening. 

We did incorporate the fine Corps 
language that my friend worked on so 
hard, and he knows how strongly I feel 
about this particular amendment. But 
he insists on it because, in his heart, he 
thinks it is important. I know he has 
some things he will say now about my 
comments, so I will yield to him with 
the understanding that I will be able to 
respond in due course. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I 
thank the chair of the committee. Of 
course, I have enjoyed working with 
her on so many issues, and I again 
compliment her for retaining key re-
forms in the underlying bill. She has 
provided a great deal of leadership on 
Corps reform, and for that I am truly 
appreciative. 

In the past, the chairman has offered 
to work together on the issue of 
prioritization in the future, and I hope 
that is still something in which she is 
interested. I don’t think we should 
wait to enact commonsense reform. 
This is not a new idea I just thought of; 
rather, it is a critical reform that 
many of my colleagues and I have been 
calling for since 2002. In fact, it was the 
former Senator from New Hampshire, 
Mr. Smith, who first called for 
prioritizing Corps projects. I cospon-
sored Senator Smith’s Corps bill in the 
107th Congress, along with Senators 
MCCAIN, ENSIGN, and Daschle. 

I certainly commend Senators 
BOXER, INHOFE, BAUCUS, and ISAKSON 
for limiting the number of additional 
projects added to this bill. I recognize 
some of the efforts they have made 
with regard to fiscal responsibility in 
the committee process, and I commend 
them for that. I also commend them 
for their effort to move this bill quick-
ly. However, the desire to move a bill 
quickly should not override the need to 
ensure that Congress enacts the full 
suite of reforms necessary to respond 
to over a decade of evidence calling for 
reforms. 

I strongly believe prioritization is 
one of these key pieces, which is why I 

am offering an amendment during con-
sideration of WRDA on behalf of this 
group of Senators. We need to get these 
ideas on the table, and I think my col-
leagues agree a report, with rec-
ommendations to Congress, is a good, 
commonsense approach. 

I was interested in the Senator’s re-
mark that we have met the enemy and 
it is us. I think that is not the case un-
less we are foolish enough not to back 
up our decisions and our judgment with 
the benefit of people who know what 
they are taking about. The Senator 
from California says these are political 
appointees, but, in fact, these folks 
have to be water resource experts. That 
is who we will put together on this 
group to take a look at these 70 billion 
dollars’ worth of projects. 

Of course, despite the way in which 
the Senator described the impact of 
this report, all this does is set prior-
ities. This is not mandatory in any 
way. It is nonbinding. It is simply a re-
port that gives us information. Yes, it 
ranks things in different tiers, but we 
still have the power—and, of course, we 
fully retain the power—to change those 
priorities if, in our judgment, we be-
lieve it is the right thing to do. 

We do that all the time. There are all 
kinds of government reports that tell 
us to do X or Y and, in our judgment 
and our responsibility as Members of 
Congress, we exercise our own inde-
pendent judgment. Not to have the 
benefit of these experts saying these 
projects are more important than oth-
ers—I can’t understand the downside of 
that. In fact, when the Senator says 
this somehow casts doubt on the Sen-
ate, or trashes the Senate, I think it is 
just the opposite. It will make us look 
good if, for once, it looks as if we are 
basing our priorities on something 
other than pure political pull. 

When we were out here together, the 
Senator from California and I were arm 
in arm, literally, on ethics reform and 
lobbying reform, and some said that 
was trashing the Senate. Some said 
that was somehow saying we weren’t 
capable of regulating ourselves; that 
somehow we didn’t need these laws and 
we should be trusted. Well, this is an 
area just like the ethnics and lobbying 
reform, where people have concerns. 
Anything we can do to enhance our 
credibility, anything we can do to say, 
hey, look, we didn’t agree with every 
part of this report, but in large part we 
agree with these priorities, I think 
strengthens our hand. I think it en-
hances the reputation of the Senate, 
particularly in the eyes of the taxpayer 
who now see that, after this bill, we are 
talking about $70 billion in projects. 

I think this is a win-win proposition. 
Of course, I respect the chair’s dis-
agreement on this particular point. I 
know she agrees with reform in almost 
every single context. She just doesn’t 
see this particular reform. But I urge 
her, once again, to consider the fact 
this is nonbinding, informational. I 
don’t think it is binding in any way 
that would cause a problem for the 
Congress. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I want 

the Senator to know he can have as 
much time as he wants. As he knows, I 
am not rushing the bill in terms of 
hearing from people. As a matter of 
fact, I thank him for coming today be-
cause we don’t see anybody else talk-
ing about their amendments, and we do 
want to get this bill done. 

I will use this as another opportunity 
to call on my colleagues, who may well 
support the Senator’s amendment or 
oppose it or have other amendments, to 
please join us on the Senate floor. It is 
very pleasant here. It gets you away 
from other debates that are a little 
harder in many ways. So I urge my col-
leagues to come down, show us your 
amendments, please. We want to get 
this moving. We are going to be here 
today, we could be here tomorrow, we 
could be here Monday debating amend-
ments and, hopefully, disposing of this 
bill on Tuesday. 

Did my colleague want to respond? 
Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I just 

wanted to ask that the time be re-
served on my side so that, should other 
Senators want to talk on this, they 
could. But I am prepared, if the Sen-
ator is, to move on at this point. 

Mrs. BOXER. Absolutely. I would 
like to say to anybody wishing to 
speak on the Feingold amendment, 
please, I will make sure you get ade-
quate time. 

I also want to say to my friend, as he 
leaves, because he has asked me to 
think about it, that I am going to ask 
him to think about it also. I want him 
to think about this: there are so many 
checks and balances on this WRDA bill. 
I want to go through a couple for him, 
just so that maybe he doesn’t believe 
we are without checks and balances. 

First of all, we have the local people 
who decide what it is they need and 
want to protect their communities. We 
have the State people, who come in and 
have to issue a water quality certifi-
cate. So they are involved in it. We 
have the Corps that has to do the study 
based on a cost-benefit analysis and 
other issues. There are matching funds 
in every case—almost every case. So 
we have a big check there, if a local 
community is willing to put up the 
money. So that is matching funds. 

There is the executive branch that 
comes in. The executive branch comes 
in and they decide what they want to 
fund. We have the Appropriations Com-
mittee, after the authorizers get done 
with it, deciding what they want to 
fund. And we have every one of us Sen-
ators standing for reelection at some 
point who have to face up and say, we 
fought for this particular project. 

Also, I thank my colleague for some-
thing right now on ethics reform, and I 
want him to know something which he 
may not know. As a result of all his 
work on ethics reform, and so many 
other colleagues here and our leader 
and the rest, even though the ethics re-
form isn’t law yet—we hope it will soon 
be—the committee decided to act as if 
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it were law. We asked every Senator to 
put in writing the fact that they did or 
did not have any real or perceived con-
flict of interest that went along with 
their requests for these particular 
projects. Those letters are available for 
everyone to see in the office. We have 
also printed in the RECORD, in large 
type—because at first it came out in 
small type—what each of us has asked 
for. So I want to thank my colleague 
for that. I want my colleague to under-
stand that this bill is not only half the 
size that it was last year, not only is it 
a couple of billion less than the House, 
not only did we follow the ethics pro-
posal, which isn’t law yet because we 
want people to feel good about this, but 
we have done all these things. And, of 
course, I have included my friend’s eth-
ics Corps reform from last year. 

So even though we do have strong 
disagreement, and I don’t want to sug-
arcoat it because it is pretty strong— 
we disagree on this—there is so much 
progress that has been made, and my 
friend is responsible for a lot of that, 
and I feel really good about that. I 
hope he doesn’t take my opposition to 
this particular amendment, my strong 
opposition to it, in any way as dimin-
ishing the amazing work he has done so 
that this bill comes to us in a form 
that, really, I think we can all be proud 
of. 

I thank my colleague very much for 
coming. And, of course, the record is 
open and the floor is open to all col-
leagues who want to speak, pro or con, 
on this particular amendment or any 
other amendment that people would 
like to offer. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I rise to 
support the Senate substitute for H.R. 
1495, which I hope we will be getting to, 
the Water Resources Development Act. 
This legislation has been delayed for 
many years. I thank Senator BOXER 
and Senator INHOFE for bringing to-
gether a bill that is critically impor-
tant to our future in regard to water 
infrastructure improvement and the 
ecosystem’s restoration. I think this 
legislation is carefully balanced, it is 
responsible as far as its budget, but it 
is very important for us to move for-
ward and consider this legislation and 
move it to, I hope, enactment and sig-
nature by the President. 

The bill contains a number of provi-
sions that are vital to Maryland, which 
relies heavily upon the Army Corps of 
Engineers for water resource programs. 
The bill contains an important project 
that protects Cumberland, MD, and 
Ridgeley, WV, against flooding. Like so 

many other projects contained in this 
bill, the Cumberland effort will have 
multiple benefits. In addition to the in-
creased public safety that comes from 
flood control, this project will serve as 
an essential component of the restora-
tion efforts underway in Cumberland, 
including the rewatering of the Chesa-
peake and Ohio Canal and the recon-
struction of the turning basin there. 

For the first time, the Army Corps 
will supplement the Environmental 
Protection Agency’s efforts to repair 
and improve the wastewater treatment 
facility plants that benefit the Chesa-
peake Bay. The Corps will be able to 
support sewage treatment upgrades, 
such as the one at Blue Plains. That 
plant is the largest advanced treat-
ment facility in America, serving cus-
tomers in the District of Columbia, 
northern Virginia, and the Maryland 
jurisdictions of Prince George’s County 
and Montgomery County. 

The new EPA permit for Blue Plains 
requires that the nitrogen load from 
the plant be reduced by more than 4 
million pounds annually. This bill will 
be the largest single nutrient-reduction 
project in the bay watershed in a dec-
ade. Slashing the nitrogen load to the 
bay is a key step in the Chesapeake 
restoration efforts, and this bill will 
help get it done. It takes the participa-
tion of the Federal Government in the 
Chesapeake Bay restoration to a new 
level. By allowing the Corps of Engi-
neers to help us with the tremendous 
backlog of sewage treatment plant re-
pairs and improvements, this bill takes 
us to a much stronger partnership in 
the Chesapeake Bay restoration ef-
forts. 

We have a geography and topography 
which make the Chesapeake Bay par-
ticularly susceptible to erosion. The 
bay shoreline and many of its historic 
islands are literally being washed 
away. The erosion contributes millions 
of cubic yards of sediment annually to 
the bay, adversely affecting water 
quality and clogging navigational 
channels. 

The bill extends the authorization of 
the 50-foot dredging of the Baltimore 
harbor and its channels. This project 
has been vital to the economic 
strength of the Port of Baltimore. 

The bill contains authorization for 
two important island environmental 
restoration efforts. Tiny Smith Island 
in Somerset County has lost over 3,300 
acres of wetlands over the past 150 
years, threatening the population that 
lives there and degrading the Chesa-
peake Bay in the process. The project 
authorized in this bill consists of con-
structing 2 miles of offshore sediment 
breakwaters to provide protection to 
over 2,100 acres of wetlands and under-
water grass beds. 

I am particularly pleased the bill we 
are considering now contains funding 
for the Poplar Island project. This is a 
model project. We have been able to re-
store an island that had been almost 
washed away. There used to be a hunt-
ing lodge there. People would use the 

island. It had eroded almost to being 
nonexistent. What we have been able to 
do at Poplar Island is have a site where 
we could take the dredge materials 
from the dredging of the harbor, put it 
on the island, restore the island from 
an environmental point of view, and it 
has been a win-win process. 

The Port of Baltimore is one of the 
largest ports on the east coast and a 
vital engine of economic activity, con-
tributing $2 billion to the State econ-
omy and employing 18,000 Marylanders 
directly and tens of thousands more in-
directly. There are approximately 15 
miles of channel leading to the Port of 
Baltimore. Each year, approximately 4 
to 5 million cubic yards of material 
must be removed from the channels to 
keep them at the existing depth and 
width. Poplar Island allows us to com-
ply with that dredging need. 

We have been able to take the 
dredged materials and put them onto 
Poplar Island. It was once a home to 
residents and hunting lodges. Since the 
project’s authorization in 1996, the 
Corps has restored over 1,100 acres of 
remote island habitat. Popular Island 
has risen again, Phoenix-like, from the 
waters of the Chesapeake Bay. Eight 
miles of dikes protect the island from 
severe wave action. There are over 570 
acres of upland habitat at an elevation 
that sometimes exceeds 20 feet. An ad-
ditional 570 acres of wetland habitat 
has been created. 

Today, even as the project continues, 
the island is once again home to migra-
tory shorebirds, mammals, reptiles, 
and even serves as a nesting area for 
Maryland’s famous terrapins. The ex-
pansion of the project authorized in 
this bill will build upon this success. It 
will add an additional 575 acres, half 
uplands and half wetlands, to the re-
stored island. 

The Nation has become increasingly 
aware of the important role wetlands 
and barrier islands play. We all wit-
nessed the increased devastation that 
struck the coast of Louisiana, due in 
part to loss of what I like to refer to as 
nature’s speed bumps, the wetlands and 
coastal islands that help absorb the 
shock from these horrific storms. 

The Poplar Island expansion project 
authorized in this bill is important to 
the Port of Baltimore and to the ecol-
ogy of the Chesapeake Bay. It is also a 
model for the Nation, showing us how 
the Army Corps projects can be engines 
of economic success, while at the same 
time serving beneficial ecological func-
tions. 

This vital project points the way to 
the future of the Army Corps of Engi-
neers. It is one of the main reasons I 
support this legislation. This is a well- 
balanced bill. It is a bill that, yes, will 
help Maryland, but also help Maryland 
with projects which I think are impor-
tant to show the Nation what you can 
do in moving forward on the economic 
needs of our communities, such as the 
dredging of our ports, but also moving 
forward on the environmental issues 
such as restoring vital wetlands and is-
lands that would have disappeared. 
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It is important as far as dealing with 

storm damage. It is important to the 
restoration of our wildlife. It is impor-
tant in so many different areas. I urge 
us to move forward with this legisla-
tion. Let’s move it forward to consider 
the amendments, let’s get it done, let’s 
take it to the other body, and let’s get 
it to the President as soon as possible. 
It has been delayed for years, we all 
know that. Thanks to the hard work of 
our leadership on the Environment and 
Public Works Committee, we have been 
able now to come forward with a bill 
that I think has the best chance for en-
actment. I urge my colleagues to care-
fully consider this legislation, support 
this legislation, but, more importantly, 
let’s get it moving. 

It is well past time that we enact the 
WRDA bill. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 

MCCASKILL.) The Senator from Florida 
is recognized. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Madam 
President, I want to speak on the bill, 
and I wanted to congratulate Senator 
BOXER and Senator INHOFE for their 
combined leadership, their working to-
gether to bring this legislation to the 
floor. It has been a long time coming. 
We passed it here last year thanks to 
the leadership of both of them. Senator 
INHOFE was chairman. Now Senator 
BOXER is the Chair. 

It is now time for us to pass it again. 
It has only been 7 years since we have 
had a Water Resources and Develop-
ment Act. We desperately need it for 
all of these water projects across the 
country that need to be authorized. 

Of course, one of the ones I want to 
speak to not only affects our State of 
Florida, the Everglades restoration, 
but it clearly affects a lot of the eco-
systems of planet Earth. We violated 
Mother Nature over the course of the 
last half century. As a result of mas-
sive hurricanes in the early part of the 
last century, particularly the hurri-
cane of 1928 that killed over 2,000 peo-
ple in the Lake Okeechobee region— 
many of them drowned—the emphasis 
back then was, when the floods came: 
Get the water off. 

So over the course of the years, 
through then, up through the mid- 
1900s, you had all of this diking and 
draining that went on, to the point at 
which the mindset was: Get the water 
away when the floods come. 

But, of course, what everybody was 
ignoring was Mother Nature and what 
she had created in this incredible sys-
tem that starts south of Orlando in the 
center part of the State, and starts me-
andering water south into the Kis-
simmee River, meandering through its 
oxbows where all of the marsh grasses 
were cleansing the water, and then it 
reaches the big lake, Lake Okeechobee, 
which then Mother Nature had the 
water absolutely proceed south 
through very rich muck lands, in a 
slow sheet flow that flowed into what 
we now know as the Everglades. 

Ultimately that water then flowed on 
out, in through the southwest part of 

Florida, and in the south part of Flor-
ida, into what is known as Florida Bay, 
which is that area south of the tip of 
the peninsula of Florida and inside the 
bow created by the Florida Keys. 

What mankind did was disrupt that 
natural flow of the water. As a result, 
when the floods came: Get the water 
off. So we were now sending fresh 
water into tidewater in these very deli-
cate brackish water situations that 
were so important to wildlife and ma-
rine life, and making it much too much 
fresh water, not brackish water, as a 
result, also dumping water that con-
tained excessive nutrients, so that as 
this water flowed out, the tidewater in 
places like the Loxahatchee River and 
to the east the St. Lucie River, you 
suddenly have these rivers that had 
way too much fresh water and way too 
many nutrients. 

What you got was the growing of 
algae, the sucking out of the oxygen, 
and creating nearly dead rivers. Every-
body got concerned about this along 
about the 1980s and into the 1990s. The 
legislature and the Federal Govern-
ment started realizing we have to go 
back and redo things. The problem was, 
it was a lot different then in Florida 
than what Mother Nature first had cre-
ated, because now there was a huge ag-
ricultural industry just to the south of 
Lake Okeechobee on all of that rich 
muck land, and now there were 6 mil-
lion people living in South Florida who 
had to have a source of water. 

So that is what was developed, the 
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Project. It is a project that will span 
over 20 years, and it is a project that 
needs funding, half from the Federal 
Government and half from the State 
Government and its entities, including 
the water management district, the 
local governments, and so forth. That 
half and half is how we are ultimately 
going to be able to restore the Ever-
glades and still provide water for the 
agriculture industry as well as the 6 
million people who live there. 

Now, I must say, it is pretty tough 
right now because we have a drought. 
It simply has not rained. Back in 2005, 
with Florida smarting from the four 
hurricanes in 2004, hurricanes that 
filled up the lake to the point of being 
concerned about breaching the dike 
and killing a lot of people from flood-
ing, in anticipation of a 2005 very ac-
tive hurricane season, they lowered the 
lake. Well, 2005 ended up not being, for 
Florida, an active hurricane year. 
Therefore, the rains were not there, 
and that started reducing the lake 
more to the point at which Lake Okee-
chobee is 5 feet down from what is its 
normal average. 

When you combine that with the 
drought that is occurring now, then 
you have a real problem. That is why 
all of the local governments in south 
Florida have gone to a restriction on 
water use, which includes now once-a- 
week watering of lawns. You see the 
problem. 

There is a problem in some of the 
well fields in south Florida. If they do 

not replenish them with fresh water, 
you are going to have saltwater intru-
sion from the Atlantic Ocean. Of 
course, the Corps of Army Engineers is 
working on that right now. 

That is all the background, which is 
why this WRDA bill is all the more im-
portant for us, because there are sev-
eral projects that will address this 
issue of Everglades restoration we have 
been trying to get authorized since the 
last authorization bill 7 years ago. 

One of them is what is called the In-
dian River Lagoon, and it is that part 
on the east coast of Florida, the St. 
Lucie River estuary, where instead of 
dumping all of that fresh water, all of 
that nutrient-laden water, you are 
going to be able to cleanse that water 
through various Corps projects back 
closer over to Lake Okeechobee in the 
center of the State. 

Another project in here is called the 
Picayune Strand. It is a project over on 
the southwest coast, which is going to 
help restore the flow of water going 
into the Ten Thousand Islands. It is 
going to restore 72,000 acres of habitat 
and ecological connections that will di-
rectly affect the Florida Panthers Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge, the Belle Meade 
State Conservation and Recreation 
Lands Project Area, and the 
Fakahatchee Strand State Preserve. 

With all of this, it is so important 
that we pass this bill and we get a con-
ference agreement with the House of 
Representatives so we can get this bill 
to the President for signature. 

Now, I have spoken of a couple affect-
ing Florida. There are several more 
projects in here, but I have picked the 
two biggest ones that are critical for 
the environmental sensitivities, and a 
major ecological asset for planet 
Earth. And it is that. It does not just 
affect Florida, it affects the entire 
planet. It is like the Amazon River. 
That certainly just does not affect 
Brazil; that has global climate effects. 

I want to thank again the leadership 
for having brought out this bill. It can-
not be soon enough for us to get it 
passed and to get a conference agree-
ment with the House and to get it 
signed into law. Then we can start 
fleshing this out with the appropria-
tions bills to fund these specific water 
projects. 

Madam President, I yield the floor, 
and I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. I ask unani-
mous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Madam 
President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the remainder of the hour allo-
cated to me in debate postcloture and 
which I have not used be allocated to 
Senator BOXER, the manager of the 
bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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Mr. NELSON of Florida. I suggest the 

absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SALAZAR). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

IRAQ 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, in 

the days ahead, this Congress and the 
President of the United States face a 
choice on the critical question of fund-
ing our operations in Iraq and Afghani-
stan. It is a choice between 
brinksmanship and statesmanship, a 
choice between continuing to stale-
mate, largely along partisan lines, or 
uniting across partisan lines in support 
of our troops. 

We all know what our most impor-
tant responsibility is. Our forces in 
Iraq and Afghanistan are looking to us. 
They need the funding that only we in 
Congress can provide them. The money 
is running out. 

I understand that many in this 
Chamber saw the supplemental appro-
priations bill as an opportunity to 
force a withdrawal of our troops from 
Iraq and that many of us argued vigor-
ously against the amendments that at-
tempted to do that. Each side has now 
had an opportunity to make its case. 
The result is clear: There are not 
enough votes in Congress to enact a 
mandatory date for withdrawal of 
American forces from Iraq. The time 
for having debates, therefore, and send-
ing messages on this troop funding bill 
should be over. It is now time to get 
our troops the equipment, the training, 
the supplies they need—and without 
delay. We in this Chamber have a re-
sponsibility to make certain that no 
matter what disagreements and dif-
ferences we have here in Washington, 
our men and women in uniform in Iraq 
and Afghanistan are not caught in the 
political crossfire. 

Only a couple months ago, this Sen-
ate confirmed the new commander to 
implement a new strategy in Iraq, GEN 
David Petraeus. That new strategy is 
now being implemented, and it is 
achieving some encouraging, if early, 
signs of success. Indeed, progress has 
been won, even though the full com-
plement of troops has not yet arrived 
in Iraq. Yet now many in Congress 
would pull the plug on this new strat-
egy and thwart the work of our troops 
before they are given a fair chance to 
succeed. 

I am aware public opinion has turned 
against the war in Iraq. The American 
people are deeply frustrated by the 
multiplicity of mistakes and errors 
that have been made. Progress has 

been too slow. The savagery of our 
enemy, which the American people wit-
ness on television every night, has been 
demoralizing. Many simply want to 
leave and wash our hands of what they 
perceive as a mess—a deadly mess. But 
leadership requires sometimes that we 
defy public opinion if that is what is 
necessary to do what is right for our 
country. In fact, at a time such as this, 
we are required to do what each of us 
believes is right, and that might not be 
what is popular. 

What is right, I firmly believe, is 
that we cannot allow our Nation to be 
defeated in Iraq by the same terrorist 
enemy with which we are now engaged 
in worldwide conflict. The global war 
on terrorism which we are waging is a 
worldwide struggle against a barbaric 
totalitarian foe that is al-Qaida. And 
today, it is al-Qaida that we are fight-
ing in Iraq. Al-Qaida itself has declared 
Iraq to be the central front of their 
larger war against our way of life. 

So all of us who are privileged to 
serve this great country in positions of 
leadership have a very serious choice 
to make. Our judgment can be guided 
by the public opinion polls, and we can 
withdraw in defeat. We can rationalize 
our action with reassuring but, I be-
lieve, falsely hopeful words such as ‘‘re-
deployment.’’ No matter what we say, 
our enemy will know that America’s 
will has been broken by the barbarity 
of their blood lust, the very barbarity 
we declare we are fighting but from 
which we would actually be running. 

My main point is this: Now is not the 
time for delay, for prolonged legisla-
tive posturing and bargaining over this 
supplemental appropriations bill. It is 
the time to do our duty, to fund our 
troops, stand by our allies, and do ev-
erything we can to help them win the 
war against al-Qaida in Iraq, rather 
than inventing new ways to vent our 
frustration with the war in Iraq or with 
the President of the United States, by 
handcuffing General Petraeus and un-
dermining his strategy. Let us give 
him and his troops our support as they 
and their Iraqi allies fight to win for 
us. 

Thank you. I yield the floor, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to speak in support of the Water 
Resources Development Act of 2007. I 
first congratulate the new chairman of 
the committee, Senator BOXER, for 
taking her first bill to the floor. She is 
doing a great job. It is out of com-
mittee virtually unanimously. She 
brought out a bill that was worked out 
in advance and she is doing a terrific 
job. I highly commend her. 

Benjamin Franklin once wrote: 

When the well is dry, we know the worth of 
water. 

Westerners, including the current oc-
cupant of the chair, have learned this 
painful lesson many times. Recently, 
several years of drought have plagued 
farmers and ranchers across my State 
of Montana and many other parts of 
the country. Weatherworn switch grass 
and crops bring a terrible cost to pro-
ducers in the West. 

The West’s battle with drought high-
lights the pressing need to ensure our 
water resources are used efficiently. I 
remind my colleagues, it doesn’t rain a 
lot in the West. The annual rainfall 
west of the 100th meridian, down from 
Minnesota and across the country, is 
much less than in the eastern part of 
the country. In Montana, the average 
precipitation—rain, snow, all of it—in 
our towns is roughly about 13 inches a 
year. In Washington, DC, it is about 44 
inches a year. That is a big difference, 
and that is in ordinary years. We have 
had a lot of drought in the West in the 
last several years. 

Therefore, this Water Resources De-
velopment Act is long overdue. Al-
though the Senate passed this legisla-
tion last year, the conference with the 
House fell short of resolution, so we are 
here today to get this bill over the goal 
line. I think we will finally get there. 
The bill provides authority for the 
Corps of Engineers to move forward on 
many long overdue water resources 
projects. 

In 1986, Congress enacted the Water 
Resources Development Act, or WRDA. 
Every 2 years since then, Congress re-
ceived proposals from the administra-
tion seeking authorization for water 
resources projects—every 2 years, since 
1986. Why? It is clearly because there 
are new needs every 2 years. This pat-
tern of requests provided the Corps and 
local sponsors with a regular planning 
schedule, helped them know what was 
on the drawing boards, which projects 
would be developed first and second, 
with some regularity, the planning for 
the development of needed resource 
projects in our country. 

This administration, however, has 
yet to request one update of this legis-
lation. Why is that? Well, I ask the 
question: Have all the water resources 
needs of the country been met? Clearly, 
the answer is no. Scores of water re-
sources projects are awaiting author-
ization. 

Second, does this administration 
think this legislation costs too much? 
Perhaps, but remember, investing in 
our water resources infrastructure is a 
cost we cannot put off. This is not an 
annual recurring operating expense; it 
is an investment that pays huge divi-
dends. 

Levees are crumbling. People are liv-
ing in harm’s way, waiting for this leg-
islation to help provide them with pro-
tection. This bill authorizes projects 
that will provide needed flood and 
storm damage protection, navigation 
improvements and environmental res-
toration. All three are very important. 
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There is authority for rebuilding and 
restoring the coast of Louisiana gen-
erally, but this legislation provides 
specific authority for that rebuilding 
and restoration, devastated by Hurri-
canes Katrina and Rita. 

Authority for modernizing the lock 
and dam system on the Mississippi 
River is contained in here, and author-
ity for ecosystem restoration projects, 
all the way from New Jersey, to Flor-
ida, to Colorado. There is a lot in this 
legislation. 

The Corps of Engineers is charged 
with the management of America’s 
water resources. The Corps of Engi-
neers built levees and floats barges. In 
my State of Montana, we see the Corps 
as restorers of the ecosystem. We see 
the Corps as guardians of America’s 
recreational assets, such as the Mis-
souri River, Yellowstone River, and the 
Fort Peck Reservoir. 

We in Montana have 11,000 miles of 
blue ribbon trout streams. Montana is 
home to the mighty Missouri River and 
the beautiful Yellowstone River. The 
Yellowstone is the longest remaining 
free-flowing river in our country. Mon-
tana’s Fort Peck Reservoir provides 
outstanding recreation for the eastern 
part of my State. There is a huge fish-
ing tournament in the Fort Peck Res-
ervoir. The Corps helps make that hap-
pen. 

We value the Corps’ expertise and 
their partnership in many of our water 
resources projects. I might name sev-
eral projects that are important and 
will continue that tradition in Mon-
tana: the Yellowstone River and Tribu-
taries Recovery project; the lower Yel-
lowstone project at Intake, MT; the 
Missouri River and Tributaries Recov-
ery project; the upper basin of the Mis-
souri River project. These projects will 
all provide improvements and provide 
valuable protection for the valuable re-
sources in our State and, with all the 
tourism coming to our States, for a lot 
of Americans as well. 

There is also an important authoriza-
tion for the rehabilitation and im-
provement of a very important large 
aging water project on the Blackfeet 
Reservation in Glacier County called 
St. Mary Diversion. This system is 
rusting, cracking, and crumbling be-
fore our eyes. It is deteriorating, and 
17,000 Montanans on the highline—the 
northern part of the State—depend on 
this system. It is a Federal system, but 
it is falling apart. 

Without St. Mary, the lower Milk 
River would go dry 6 out of every 10 
years, imperiling the water source for 
thousands of Montana families. This is 
irrigation and also drinking water. I 
cannot believe that in the United 
States we don’t have good drinking 
water in large parts of my State. That 
is an outrage. 

These important water projects, and 
their importance to the communities 
the projects serve, underline the need 
to move this legislation forward. Our 
first priority, therefore, is to authorize 
the long overdue projects in the WRDA 

bill this year. I hope we can get the ad-
ministration’s support to do that this 
year. We passed a bill last year. Let’s 
get it enacted this year. Let’s do our 
part to ensure that our water resources 
needs are met and let’s get back to the 
biennial practice of enacting a water 
development resources bill. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Missouri is recognized. 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I am very 

pleased to rise following my good 
friend from Montana, with whom I 
served last year as the subcommittee 
leaders of the Environment and Public 
Works Committee. We worked in a bi-
partisan way, and I appreciate that 
working relationship this year again. 
The EPW has worked on a bipartisan 
basis on this very important bill, and 
we have shown it by the number of peo-
ple who signed letters asking that they 
move the bill. We have seen it in the 
vote on cloture. I thank the leadership 
in this body, particularly Chairman 
BOXER and Ranking Member INHOFE. 

This bill before us today and next 
week, the Water Resources Develop-
ment Act, or WRDA, is long overdue 
and badly needed. As has already been 
said, it authorizes projects under the 
jurisdiction—— 

Mr. BAUCUS. Will the Senator yield 
briefly? 

Mr. BOND. Yes, I am happy to. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I con-

firm a point made by our good friend 
from Missouri that there has been close 
cooperation in putting the bill to-
gether. I commend the Senator from 
Missouri. He has done a super job and 
so has Chairman BOXER, who is our 
leader. She sets the tone and gets us 
working together, and Senator INHOFE 
is right there with her. I thank the 
Senator for being helpful. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the kind comments of my friend 
from Montana. I wish there were more 
issues on which we could work so close-
ly, but this one I view as a vital invest-
ment in our Nation’s future. This is 
something we ought to be able to come 
together on as Republicans and Demo-
crats, conservatives and liberals, and 
say we need to build for the future. 

As my colleague from Montana has 
said, the programs administered by the 
Corps are of tremendous value to the 
entire Nation. They provide drinking 
water, electric power production, river 
transportation, recreation, flood pro-
tection, environmental protection and 
restoration, and emergency response. 

Few agencies in the Federal Govern-
ment touch as many citizens as the 
Corps does. The Corps provides one- 
quarter of our Nation’s total hydro-
power output. If you are looking for 
pollution-free power, it is hydropower. 
The Corps operates 463 lake recreation 
areas; moves 630 million tons of cargo, 
valued at over $73 billion annually 
through our inland system; manages 
over 12 million acres of land and water; 
provides 3 trillion gallons of water for 
use by local communities and busi-

nesses; and has prevented an estimated 
$706 billion in flood damage within the 
past 25 years with an investment one- 
seventh of that value. During the 1993 
flood alone, an estimated $19.1 billion 
in flood damage was prevented by flood 
control facilities in place at that time. 

Regrettably, I must tell my col-
leagues that as we debate this bill on 
the floor, a flood is currently striking 
Missouri. I talked with a top Corps offi-
cial from Missouri yesterday, who said 
the flood and its impact now may be as 
great as the disaster of the 1993 floods. 
I will be going there tomorrow to sur-
vey the damage. Floods are a fact of 
nature, and a good levee system can re-
duce the damage. 

The WRDA bill is a bipartisan bill 
traditionally produced by Congress 
every 2 years. As a matter of fact, you 
could say this is the 2002 WRDA bill 
about 5 years late. Better late than 
never. 

The bill makes possible all of Amer-
ica’s major flood control projects, 
coastal protection, environmental pro-
tection and restoration, transportation 
and recreation on our major water-
ways. 

Despite its importance, however, we 
have not passed a WRDA bill since 2000. 
The longer we wait, the more unmet 
needs pile up and the more complicated 
the demands upon the bill become. I 
think the public voice is loud, clear, 
and spoken often regarding how they 
feel about our long overdue and much- 
needed WRDA legislation. 

We believe the bill before the Senate 
is a good one, balancing the needs of 
our States for environmental restora-
tion of key waterways and for naviga-
tion projects that create economic 
growth and keep our economy going. 

The bill before us will create jobs, 
spur economic development and trade 
competitiveness, and improve the envi-
ronment. It is financially responsible. 
To say it is widely supported is an un-
derstatement. It passed the Senate En-
vironment and Public Works Com-
mittee last year by a voice vote and, in 
the 109th Congress, 80 colleagues signed 
a letter urging floor action. 

A few weeks ago, the House cleared a 
companion bill with a vote of 394 to 25, 
and in the 109th Congress, they passed 
it with 406 votes. Last year, we merely 
ran out of time in conference. That is 
why I am glad the bill was passed out 
of committee and brought to the floor 
in a timely manner. We cannot afford 
to let the time run out on the bill in 
this Congress. 

In the last 20 years, environmental 
protection has become a primary Corps 
mission. Our water resources perform a 
variety of functions simultaneously. 
They can provide transportation and 
protection from floods and protect 
habitat for many species. 

Similarly, when it comes to Corps 
projects, navigational and flood control 
projects can and should be environ-
mentally sound. Environmental res-
toration can help prevent or minimize 
flooding during the next major storm. 
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The Corps is leading some of the 

world’s largest ecosystem restoration 
projects. The commanding feature of 
this bill is its landmark environmental 
and ecosystem restoration authorities. 
More than half the bill consists of au-
thorization for environmental restora-
tion projects. 

Think of all the major waterways 
that are important to America, to our 
environmental heritage, to recreation, 
and to commerce. This bill affects all 
of them. 

Among the projects, this bill restores 
wetlands in the upper Connecticut 
River basin in Vermont and New 
Hampshire, restores oyster habitats in 
the Chesapeake Bay, restores fisheries 
in the Great Lakes, implements an en-
vironmental management program for 
the Rio Grande River, continues res-
toration of the Florida Everglades, re-
stores areas of coastal Louisiana dam-
aged by Hurricanes Katrina and Rita, 
restores habitat on the upper Mis-
sissippi and Illinois water systems, and 
restores oyster habitats on the Long 
Island Sound. 

Flood control obviously is important. 
If we learned anything about Mother 
Nature in the last 15 years, it is that 
we very often need protection from her 
storms. Hurricanes Katrina and Rita 
obviously are devastating examples. 

The good news is that Corps projects 
have prevented an estimated $706 bil-
lion in flood damage within the last 25 
years with an investment of one-sev-
enth that amount. 

During the 1993 flood alone, an esti-
mated $19.1 billion in flood damage was 
prevented by flood control facilities in 
place at the time. 

This legislation authorizes flood con-
trol projects in California, Louisiana, 
New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, 
Maryland, West Virginia, Minnesota, 
Kentucky, South Carolina, Idaho, 
Washington, Missouri, Iowa, New Mex-
ico, and Arkansas, to name a few. 

Transportation efficiency is another 
benefit. While the majority of this leg-
islation is for environmental protec-
tion and restoration, a key bipartisan 
economic commission we include pro-
vides transportation efficiency and en-
vironmental sustainability on the Mis-
sissippi and Illinois Rivers. 

As the world becomes more competi-
tive, America must also. From 1970 to 
2003, the value of U.S. trade increased 
twenty-fourfold and 70 percent since 
1994, an average annual growth rate of 
over 10 percent. We can expect demand 
for U.S. exports to dramatically in-
crease over 34 years. We must ask our-
self, or that part of our exports that 
are commodities: Will there be growth 
in transportation in the next 20 to 50 
years to accommodate the growth in 
demand for commercial transpor-
tation? 

If we listen to the Department of 
Transportation, they are already pre-
dicting the congestion on our roads 
will double in the next quarter of a 
century. 

From where I sit, capacity on the 
rails is at a maximum. It is a lot 

tougher to build a new railroad than it 
is to maintain the locks on an existing 
waterway system. If we think our roads 
are congested now, think of what will 
happen if we cannot relieve the pres-
sure on our highways. Water transpor-
tation is an inadequately tapped capac-
ity, and it is good news because water 
transportation is efficient, it is safe, it 
conserves fuel, and it protects the air 
and the environment. One medium-size 
barge tow can carry the same amount 
of freight as 870 trucks. That fact alone 
speaks volumes to the benefits of water 
transport. With oil prices at a record 
$72 per barrel, consider the advantage 
of a twin engine barge that can carry 
the equivalent of 870 trucks. 

Over the past 35 years, waterborne 
commerce on the upper Mississippi 
River has more than tripled. It cur-
rently carries 60 percent of our Na-
tion’s corn exports and 45 percent of 
our Nation’s soybean exports. It does 
so at two-thirds the cost of rail when 
and if rail is available. 

In Missouri alone, we ship 34.7 mil-
lion tons of commodities, with a com-
bined value of more than $4 billion, and 
it isn’t just agricultural products. It 
includes coal, petroleum, aggregates, 
grain, chemicals, iron, steel, minerals, 
fertilizers, and other commodities. 

The sad fact is our navigable water-
ways are in environmental and eco-
nomic decline. Jobs, markets, and the 
availability of habitat for fish and 
wildlife are at stake. The American So-
ciety of Civil Engineers grades navi-
gable waterways infrastructure with a 
D-minus, with over 50 percent of the 
locks functionally obsolete despite in-
creased demand. These locks were built 
75 years ago with a life expectancy of 
50 years. If you look at the locks when 
they are locking through a tow, they 
don’t just leak, they shed tons of 
water. They are past the stage where 
continued application of chewing gum 
and duct tape are going to protect the 
water transportation infrastructure we 
need. 

This bill is a plan that gets the Corps 
back in the business of building for the 
future rather than haggling about pre-
dicting it. The legislation contains au-
thorization for funding to improve 
navigation on a number of our water-
ways in several States—Louisiana, 
Texas, Alaska, Virginia, Delaware, 
Maine, Oklahoma, and South Carolina. 
My interest is a key piece of the bill 
that modernizes locks and dams on the 
upper Mississippi and Illinois Rivers. 

We authorize capacity on locks 20 to 
25 on the Missouri River in Peoria and 
LaGrange on the Illinois. New 1,200- 
foot locks on the Mississippi will pro-
vide equal capacity in the bottleneck 
region downstream of the 1,200-foot 
lock 19 at Keokuk and upstream locks 
26 and 27 near St. Louis. 

What happens with the 600-foot lock 
as now exists today? All the modern 
tows are 1,200 feet long, so we have to 
double lock through them, push half 
the barges in, lock them down, bring 
the water down, push the other half of 

the barge in, lock it down. That is a 
tremendous bottleneck, and even 
though 600-foot locks are in very de-
graded condition, half the cost of the 
new locks will be paid by private users 
who pay into the inland waterways 
trust fund. Additional funds would be 
provided for mitigation and small-scale 
and nonstructural measures to improve 
efficiency. 

There is lots of talk around here 
about wanting to increase trade. All 
the productive farmers, commercial 
family farms in Missouri know that 
trade is essential, not only for their 
well-being, but for the strength of the 
economy to bring revenue to rural 
communities and the rest of the world. 
But we can’t have those without the 
basic transportation infrastructure 
necessary to move goods from buyers 
to sellers. New efficiency helps give our 
producers an edge that can make or 
break opportunities in the inter-
national marketplace. 

As we look 50 years into the future, 
we have to ask ourselves a funda-
mental question: Should we have a sys-
tem that promotes growth or should we 
be confined to a transportation strait-
jacket designed not for 2050 but for 1950 
or earlier with paddle wheel boats? 

Further, we can ask ourselves if dra-
matic investments should be made to 
address environmental problems and 
opportunities that exist on these great 
waterways. In both cases, the answer 
to me, and I hope a majority of this 
body, must be, of course, we must mod-
ernize and improve. 

Seventy years ago, some argued that 
a transportation system on the Mis-
sissippi River was not justified. But 
Congress bravely stepped forward and 
decided it would not try to predict the 
future but to shape the future and de-
cide to invest in a system despite the 
naysayers. Over 84 million tons per 
year later, clearly the decision was 
wise. 

A couple years ago, a veteran chief 
economist at the USDA, talking about 
transportation efficiency and the abil-
ity of farmers to win markets and 
higher prices, said that transportation 
is fundamentally related. He predicted 
that corn exports should rise over the 
next 10 years by 45 percent, and 70 per-
cent of that will travel down the Mis-
sissippi River. 

This decision to improve the water-
ways has not been taken lightly. All 
decisions have been documented and 
coordinated with an interagency Fed-
eral principles group, independent 
technical reviews and stakeholders and 
have been made available for public re-
view and comment. 

The Corps of Engineers spent $70 mil-
lion completing an anticipated 6-year 
study that actually took 14 years to 
complete. That was only three times 
over budget. During that period, there 
have been no less than 35 meetings of 
Governors’ committees, 28 meetings of 
economic coordinating committees 
among the States, and a minimum of 44 
meetings of the Navigation and Envi-
ronmental Coordination Committee; 
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additionally, 130 briefings for special 
interest groups, 25 newsletters, at least 
6 sets of public meetings in 46 locations 
with over 4,000 people in attendance. 
There are some who say we ought to 
study it some more. Give me a break. 
To say the least, this has been a very 
long transparent and representative 
process, and while we have been study-
ing, our competitors have been build-
ing. 

One of the saddest sights I have seen 
recently is a picture of exports from 
New Orleans. Rather than exporting 
American commodities, do you know 
what they are exporting? Barges. They 
are exporting barges and tow boats 
that couldn’t operate efficiently on the 
existing lock system to Brazil and 
other areas so they can have modern 
transportation means that will eat our 
lunch both literally and figuratively. 

Given the extraordinary delay so far 
and given the reality that large-scale 
construction takes not weeks, not 
months but decades, further delay is no 
longer an option. That is why I am 
very pleased to join a bipartisan group 
of Senators who agree we must im-
prove the efficiency and the environ-
mental sustainability of our great re-
sources. 

The transportation efficiency provi-
sions are supported by a broad-based 
group of States, farm groups, shippers, 
labor, and those who pay taxes into the 
trust fund. 

Of particular note, I appreciate the 
strong support from the carpenters, 
corn growers, farm bureau, soybean 
growers, energy and construction ma-
terials industry. 

Additionally, I thank Senators 
MCCASKILL, DURBIN, OBAMA, GRASSLEY, 
and HARKIN for their strong bipartisan 
support as well. 

As for the budget, for some, this bill 
is too small; for others, it is too big. It 
is important to understand the budget 
implications of this legislation in the 
real world. We are contending with dif-
ficult budget realities. It is critical 
that we be mindful of those realities as 
we make investments in the infrastruc-
ture that supports those who manufac-
ture, grow, buy, and sell products so we 
can expand our economy, create jobs, 
secure our future, and pay the taxes 
our Government needs to continue pro-
viding support for the infrastructure. 

This is an authorization bill. It does 
not spend $1—not $1. It makes projects 
eligible within budget constraints. 
With the allocation provided the Ap-
propriations Committee, the Congress 
and the President will fund projects 
deemed to be of the highest priority. 
The remaining will not be funded be-
cause of budget issues. This WRDA 
process simply allows for projects to be 
considered during the process of appro-
priations. Some will measure up, some 
will not, although the ones in this bill 
have gone through rigorous examina-
tion to get this far. 

I believe we strike a balance that dis-
ciplines the new projects to criteria 
fairly applied while addressing a great 
number of water resource priorities. 

This legislation is supported by the 
National Waterways Alliance, the 
American Shore and Beach Preserva-
tion Association, the California Coast-
al Coalition, AASHTO, and 250 other 
organizations. 

My thanks to the Environment and 
Public Works Committee, its leader-
ship, its staff, the staff of the Sub-
committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure for their hard work and 
the commitment to bring WRDA to the 
floor in a timely manner. 

Again, I particularly thank Chair-
man BOXER and Ranking Member 
INHOFE for their forbearance. I look 
forward to debate and final passage. 

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL-
SON of Nebraska). Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, we have 
made some good progress on the bill 
today. A number of our colleagues have 
come forward. I particularly wanted to 
thank Senator FEINGOLD for coming 
and debating his amendment on 
prioritization with me. We are going to 
have a vote on that, if all goes well, on 
Tuesday. That has not been finalized, 
but it looks as if that is what is going 
to happen. 

I would say to colleagues that we did 
have a good, fair debate so far today, 
and we are going to continue this to-
morrow and on Monday. I hope that 
those who have not come forward with 
their amendments would be so kind as 
to do that. We don’t have very many 
because we did take care of many 
issues between both sides of the com-
mittee, but if there are amendments, 
we urge our colleagues to please come 
forward and talk about those amend-
ments. This way, they can have as 
much time as they want and we can 
hopefully get this bill done. 

We keep adding to the letters of sup-
port. I was just handed a letter from 
the National Association of Manufac-
turers in favor of this bill, so it is one 
of these rare moments in history where 
we have the manufacturers association, 
the labor unions, we have the farmers, 
we have the corn growers, and we have 
the water people. We just have a huge 
amount of support for this bill. It is 
one of those times that everybody is 
coming together, setting aside other 
matters, other issues that are so ter-
ribly contentious, such as Iraq, which 
tears at our heartstrings whenever we 
are on it, and other tough matters we 
deal with every day. This is one which 
does bring us together, I am happy to 
say. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the letter I just referred 
to printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 
MANUFACTURERS, 

May 10, 2007. 
Hon. BARBARA BOXER, 
Chairwoman, Senate Environment and Public 

Works Committee, U.S. Senate, Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR MADAM CHAIRWOMAN: On behalf of 
more than 14 million manufacturing employ-
ees in the U.S., we would like to thank you 
for your leadership in moving forward with 
the Water Resources Development Act of 
2007, WRDA. It is vitally important that 
America’s water resources infrastructure be 
reliable and productive. Therefore we ap-
plaud your efforts to end the stalemate over 
water resources project authorization by 
bringing H.R. 1495, WRDA, to the Senate 
floor. We firmly believe that it is time to end 
the impasse over passage of WRDA. 

A Water Resources Development Act is vi-
tally needed to accommodate the many im-
portant projects awaiting authorization, in-
cluding the modernization of the locks, har-
bors, canals and other key infrastructure 
that are vital to the competitiveness of the 
U.S. economy. A sound national transpor-
tation system for the 21st century needs 
modem water projects, and WRDA will au-
thorize many of those needs. 

We look forward to working with you and 
your staff and issues of importance to the 
nation’s economy and environment. Again, 
thank you for your leadership. 

Sincerely, 
THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 

MANUFACTURERS. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, without 
the physical infrastructure in this 
country in good shape, we can’t move 
goods, we can’t move people, and we 
can’t move services. So we need all 
this. And this bill is 7 years old. So we 
are very pleased. 

We are also very pleased that this 
bill complies with the spirit of the eth-
ics reform we passed here in the very 
early days of the session. Although 
that ethics bill hasn’t yet become 
law—we expect it will—this com-
mittee, on both sides, decided we want-
ed to comply with it. So we got letters 
from colleagues stating whether they 
had any type of perceived conflict of 
interest or a conflict of interest in re-
lation to the projects that are in the 
bill. 

At this point, I do not see any col-
leagues coming here to speak, but we 
will keep the floor open for a period of 
time. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I now 
ask unanimous consent there be a pe-
riod of morning business with Senators 
permitted to speak for up to 10 minutes 
each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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